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UPPER MISSOURI BASIN POWER SUPPLY PROBLEMS 


THURSDAY, AUGUST 20, 1959 
U.S. Senate, 


CoMMITTEE ON INTERIOR AND INSULAR AFFAIRS, 
Washington, D.C. 

The committee met, pursuant to call, at 10 a.m., in room 3110, New 
Senate Office Building, Senator James E. Murray (chairman of the 
committee) presiding. 

Present: Senators James E. Murray (Montana) and Thomas E. 
Martin (Iowa). 

Also present: Benton Stong, professional staff member. 

The Cuarrman. The hearing will come to order, please. 

[ have a brief statement to make in order to determine what course 
of procedure we should follow to meet the situation that is confronting 
us in Montana with reference to power shortage. 

When the Fort Peck Dam Act was passed by Congress in 1938, it 
was intended to assure an adequate supply of power for eastern 
Montana for a number of years to come. The committee report on 
the bill to the Senate specifically stated this purpose. 

When the dam was built, rural electric cooperatives were estab- 
lished in the area and they were assured by the Bureau of Reclamation 
that they had no need to worry about future power supply. Their 
needs would be taken care of indefinitely. 

Despite this background, a large delegation of Montana and nearby 
North Dakota citizens came to my office yesterday and advised me that 
they are confronted with a power shortage this fall and winter. Fort 
Peck and Garrison Dams have more water in them than a year ago, 
when there was surplus firm power. But the Bureau of Reclamation 
offers to meet only 85 percent of their power needs, and they tell 
me the Bureau has suddenly refused also to wheel them needed addi- 
tional power from the Nebraska Public Power System at reasonable 
rates, if at all. : 

I decided that the facts in this unbelievable situation ought to be 
put on record for all Members of Congress, and called this hearing 
this morning for that purpose, while the people are still in the city, 
so it can be done. We need to have the record in order to determine 
what remedy is necessary. 

As a starting point, there will be placed in the record the Fort 
Peck Project Act of 1938 and the committee report to the Senate on 
that act. Also, the Executive order of President Franklin D. Roose- 
velt establishing the Rural Electrification Administration and the 
subsequent act of Congress giving it statutory approval. (See a 
pendix, p. 39.) They established the Federal policy, and it is still 
the law of assisting, not obstructing, rural electrification. 

1 
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I have a current Weather Bureau report before me showing there 
was four one-hundredths of an inch of rainfall in July in eastern 
Montana, the driest July of record. There is a terrible drought in 
the whole area. I can assure everyone here that Senator Mansfield 
and I do not intend to stand by and let a power drought add to your 
troubles. If there is any possible way, we intend to see that you get 
the relatively few kilowatts you na to pump a little water out of 
the ground. I am sure that Senator Langer and Senator Milton 
Young will be of every possible assistance. 

For a good many years the Department of the Interior operated 
aggressively to see that the power requirements of preference cus- 
tomers were met. Bureau experts worked to solve the problems of the 
rural and municipal systems. But for the last 614 years there has 
appeared to be a complete reversal of policy. The administration 
seems to be completely unsympathetic to preference customers, and 
that is putting it just as mildly and charitably as I can. 

We have held several of these hearings to prevent rural electric 
customers from being caused real trouble. We will hold more if they 
are necessary. 

Senator Mansfield, do you care to comment at this point? 


STATEMENT OF HON. MICHAEL J. MANSFIELD, A U.S. SENATOR 
FROM THE STATE OF MONTANA 


Senator Mansrietp. Yes, Senator Murray. 

Mr. Chairman, I appreciate the opportunity, especially in view of 
the fact that the Senate goes into session at 10 o’clock this morning, 
to appear before your committee in support of the electric cooperatives’ 
request for equitable power contracts. 

All of us in Montana and North Dakota, and, incidentally, Sen- 
ators Langer and Young who are just as interested as we are and are 
represented this morning by their administrative assistants, are fully 
aware of your continuous effort to secure equitable treatment of the 
users of Federal power in Montana and the neighboring States. 

The Nation—and Montana—are very fortunate to have you serving 
in the Senate and holding the chairmanship of the Interior and In- 
sular Affairs Committee so that a hearing like this can be attended by 
our own people at this time. It is a privilege to be associated with 
you in this effort, and I would like you to count on me for whatever 
assistance you feel that I may be able to provide. 

Due to the large number of legislative matters that are now before 
the Senate, I have not had opportunity to review in detail the devel- 
opments since your hearings of May 1957 and February and March 
1959. 


Yesterday, however, in a brief conference with the officials of the 
Generation and Transmission Cooperative, three major problems were 
brought to my attention. These problems are so important, and they 
are so immediate in their impact that prompt attention to them is 
necessary. Witnesses at today’s hearing will, I am sure, set forth the 
points that were summarized for me, and I shall leave to them the 
necessary factual presentation. 
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There is, it seems to me, one aspect of this matter that is of direct 
concern to the Congress. The law is very clear regarding the purpose 
of the Fort Peck Project Act. It states: 

In order to encourage the widest possible use of all electric energy that can 
be generated and marketed, and to provide reasonable outlets therefor, and to 
prevent monopolization thereof by limited groups, the Bureau is authorized 
and directed to provide, construct, operate, maintain, and improve such trans- 
mission lines and substations, and facilities and structures appurtenant thereto 
as it finds necessary, desirable, or appropriate for the purpose of transmitting 
electric energy, available for sale, from the Fort Peck project to existing and 
potential markets, and for the purpose of interchange of electric energy, to inter- 
connect the Fort Peck project with either private or other Federal projects and 
publicly owned power systems now or hereafter constructed. 

This is a clear mandate of law. It gives the Bureau of Reclamation 
very broad authority to do all manner of construction, operation, or 
interconnection with any other power facilities. The law directs that 
this broad authority shall be used to encourage the widest possible 
use of electric energy, and to prevent the monopolization of it. 

The language of the act is clear and straightforward. The Congress 
is directly concerned when there is an apparent attempt to avoid 
compliance with the law. 

Mr. Chairman, a great strength of our American democracy is 
the principle that we are governed by laws and not by the fiat of a 
man or a bureaucracy. ‘The Congress has provided the law that 
applies to Fort Peck project energy. 

It is important, in my view, that we assure ourselves that the Fort 
Peck Act is, in fact, governing the marketing of Fort Peck project 
energy. 

Trek what was said to me yesterday, this question may be the 
central matter in the hearing today, and the consideration that you 
and the Interior Committee are giving to this will clarify and bring 
to focus a very important issue. 

There is another aspect of the matter that needs emphasis. Mon- 
tana farmers and municipalities urgently need the low-cost Fort 
Peck power. We are an undeveloped State, and this is a principal 
reason why we are hurt so badly in drought times like the present. 
When subnormal moisture reduces the yields of the ranges and farm- 
lands, the whole State is hurt. 

During recent years this has been made even worse by the curtail- 
ment of mining. In some sections of the State, there is very real 
economic recession. 

Incidentally, this week’s earthquakes in southwestern Montana 
have not added to our economic stability. 

On March 16, 1959, I addressed the Senate on the subject of hydro- 
electric power, the key to Montana’s future. In that address, I 
pointed out how a power marketing program consistent with the Fort 
Peck Act would enable Montana to broaden her economic base, and 
thus to avoid the economic troubles which we now suffer. 

I pointed out, too, that although 175,000 kilowatts capacity is being 
installed at the Fort Peck project, Montana will receive only 24,000 
alone of it. This is far too small an apportionment for our 

tate. 

This, Mr. Chairman, is another matter that I hope your committee 
will examine. 
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I wish to thank you for your courtesy in allowing me to appear 
before you at this time. 

The Cuarrman. Thank you, Senator Mansfield. You have always 
been responsive to the needs of our section of the country and your 
statement today will be appreciated, I am sure, by all of the witnesses 
that are appearing here. 

Senator MansrieLp. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

The Cuarrman. Congressman Le Roy Anderson has called this 
morning to tell us that he will not be able to be present on account of 
some Montana problems that he has over in the House Interior Com- 
mittee, but he is supporting us in this matter and we expect to have 
contact with him from time to time. 

The first witness this morning will be C. R. Thiessen, secretary- 
treasurer of the Upper Missouri Generation and Transmission 
Cooperative. 


Mr. Thiessen. 


STATEMENT OF C. R. THIESSEN, SECRETARY-TREASURER, UPPER 
MISSOURI GENERATION AND TRANSMISSION COOPERATIVE 


Mr. Turessen. My name is C. R. Thiessen, from Lambert, Mont. 
I am a farmer and a rancher. My family and I reside on this farm 
and ranch. 

I am also the secretary and a board member of the Upper Missouri 
Generation and Transmission Cooperative. It is a privilege that we 
will long remember to appear here before you to testify in our con- 
gruent efforts, the Congress of the United States, and the rural people 
of America, to bring about and to sustain central station electrical 
service to our great rural population and some of our small isolated 
urban communities for the betterment of living conditions and the 
economic strength of our Nation. 

Our group of people to testify here today consists of consumers, 
farmers, and managers of our rural electric cooperatives of western 
North Dakota and eastern Montana. 

I have been a director and a member of the Lower Yellowstone 
Rural Electric Cooperative since 1944 and have spent days of work 
with my fellow directors without pay to organize communities for 
feasibility studies, to secure loans in order that these people might 
enjoy an abundance of low cost electrical energy. 

We wish to express our appreciation to the Congress of the United 
States for the passage of the REA Act and the subsequent appropria- 
tions for its continuance. 

We are also grateful for the construction of hydroelectric projects 
such as Fort Peck and the Fort Peck Act which spelled out the pref- 
erence customers and the intent of the Congress for its economic de- 
velopment of surrounding communities. 

decade or more ago a number of electric cooperatives in Montana 
saw the need of a generation and transmission cooperative of which 
I was a board member. This organization worked, and promoted, and 
was successful in securing a more adequate transmission grid con- 
structed by the Bureau of Reclamation, especially serving the great 
north-central area of Montana. This generation and transmission 
cooperative, embracing all of Montana, found itself with a diversity 





of OF 
and 

Th 
izatic 
the n 
ions, 

So 
orga 
eratl 
Coo] 
with 
orga 
these 
area 


UPPER MISSOURI BASIN POWER SUPPLY PROBLEMS 5 


of opinions and problems, part lying in the Columbia River Basin 
and part in the Missouri Basin. 

This organization was revamped into an eastern Montana organ- 
ization when we became aware of five electric cooperatives lying in 
the northern part of North Dakota with kindred problems, and opin- 
ions, and needs like ours in eastern Montana. 

So a few joint meetings made it very apparent that we should 
organize ourselves together in one generation and transmission coop- 
erative, which is the Upper Missouri Generation & Transmission 
Cooperative, incorporated in the State of Montana under its statutes 
with its headquarters residing in Sidney, Mont. The purpose of this 
organization is to secure an adequate supply of low-cost power for 
these 12 distribution cooperatives so that the development of these 
— may be enhanced and that the loans from REA may be amor- 
tized. 

We recognize that there are forces who do not have sympathetic 
feelings toward our electrification program, who for Selfish and 
profiteering motives would curtail, stymie, and jeopardize this effort 
jointly worked out by the Federal Government and our rural people. 
It is of utmost importance that we unite ourselves and secure the 
vigilance of our Senators and Congressmen to protect and care for 
this program and the welfare of our people. 

e have organized ourselves into a panel of testimony here today 
so we won't offer too much duplication, and I would conclude my tes- 
timony this morning to let the other participants state the prob- 
lems that we have. 

The Cuatrman. Thank you very much, Mr. Thiessen, for your state- 
ment. 

The next witness is Mr. S. A. Forseth, manager of the Williams 
Electric Cooperative, Williston, N. Dak. 

Mr. Forseth. 


STATEMENT OF S. A. FORSETH, MANAGER, WILLIAMS ELECTRIC 
COOPERATIVE, WILLISTON, N. DAK. 


Mr. Forseru. Mr. Chairman, my name is S. A. Forseth. I am man- 
ager of the Williams Electric Cooperative of Williston, N. Dak., and 
this local REA cooperative is 1 of the 12 members of the Upper Mis- 
souri Generation & Transmission Cooperative. 

In the early beginnings of REA, it was more or less a policy that in 
order to provide electric service to the rural farming areas there had 
to be a minimum of about three farms per mile in order to have den- 
sity enough to provide service, and therefore in those early years in 
all of the area that is covered by the Upper Missouri Generation & 
Transmission Co-op, as well as many other areas of the country, about 
the only sections that were able to get started with rural electrification 
were a few small irrigation projects. 

The dryland areas, such as our project consists of exclusively, were 
unable to get going because of the fact that we could not show feasi- 
bility for paying off the Government loans with the low density popu- 
lation and the resultant small income per mile of line with which to 
repay the loans. 
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Then Congress, through its wisdom and feeling of responsibility to 
the rural people, saw fit to provide us with a lower rate of interest on 
our loans, basing it on a 2-percent interest rate, and also, they built the 
Fort Peck Dam, which in turn gave us assurances of an abundant 
supply of low-cost power. Those two elements are the things that 
made it possible for our area to consider electrifying our rural 
territory. 

On that basis, we obtained our loans from the REA, provided the 
necessary lines to provide the service, and under the policy then 
adopted by the REA we provided area coverage—that means giving 
service to all of the rural area—and the policy was that they were to 
provide that for the farms and to aid in the economic development 
of the rural communities. Any industry that might develop out there, 
we would attempt to provide with the necessary power. 

Now, in later years, we have had a constantly decreasing number of 
farm operators, possibly because of drought conditions, and over- 
supply of certain farm products, and so on, and various things that 
may have caused it. The farms have been getting bigger and fewer, 
and this decrease in the number of farm operators must be offset by 
our obtaining more industrial or rural commercial consumers to help 
keep our feasibility in our project so that we will be able to pay off 


our loans. 
In order to be able to serve adequately this type of customer, we 


must definitely have in view a long-range supply of firm power ata 
reasonable cost. Up until a year ago, we all were of the opinion in our 


part of the area, and I believe all of the upper Missouri membership, 


that Bureau power would be available to fill our entire needs probab 


throng about 1965. However, on the Bureau’s second-round alloca- 


tion of power made last fall, we suddenly learned that the boundaries 
of the Missouri Valley had been enlarged to include areas in other 
States that actually are not even in the watershed of the Missouri, but 
that preference customers in those other areas also were to be included 
in the allocation for power, and because of the increase in the number 
of customers to be served, the Bureau did not have enough power to 
supply us with a hundred percent of our needs, not until 1965 cer- 
inly. 
In fact, we are faced with a power shortage this very coming winter. 

Some of our members went over their contracts even this past year. 
Wintertime is the time of the year that we peak, as we call it in the 
power industry. That is when we have the largest demand on our 
system, and naturally we must have capacity and power supply ade- 
goats to take care of the highest peak or the highest day’s consumption 

uring the year. 

There is a situation down in Nebraska where they have a summer- 
time peak. As I understand, they have a lot of irrigation, and air 
conditioning, and so on in the summertime down there, so that they 
have capacity to provide this summer peak. Since up in our part of 
the country there is the winter peak, we feel that by displacement it 
my be oe to work out an arrangement whereby Nebraska Power 
could take care of a part of the load that otherwise would be carried 
by Peck or Garrison power and we in turn then would be able to be 
taken care of by the power being generated at Fort Peck. 
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Incidentally, such an arrangement we feel would be of very definite 
benefit to the Government in that where as now they sell firm power 
to us based on their capacity to provide us with power during the 
peak winter month, they have a surplus of interruptible power which 
they must dispose of during the summertime at a much lower price 
because there are fewer people that are interested in obtaining or 
able to make use of that interruptible power. 

If this arrangement were negotiated between Nebraska and our 
area, it would mean that practically all of the power that can be 
generated through the hydroelectric dams could be sold as firm power. 

We in our cooperative and our neighboring northwestern North 
Dakota cooperatives foresaw these power needs developing and we 
organized a generation and transmission co-op called the North- 
western Power Co-op, and later we learned that eastern Montana had 
similar problems and were working along similar lines and so we 
merged with them to form the Upper Missouri G. & T.—generation 
and transmission—Co-op and, as such, we are speaking to you today. 

Since the Bureau of Reclamation refuses to accept utility respon- 
sibility to see that our power needs are met and since we as individual 
cooperatives were too sma) to undertake this task, our answer to the 
problem was jointly to undertake this job as a generation and trans- 
mission cooperative. 

For about a year and a half we have been negotiating with the 
Bureau of Reclamation for a master contract for Bureau power to 
supply as much of our needs as possible, and some of our officers are 
at this very moment closeted with Assistant Secretary Aandahl in 
an attempt to expedite this contract. 

Up to the present moment the contract has not been executed, but we 
are hopeful that it will be very shortly. 

We also have been working for many months on obtaining a supple- 
menta] supply of power to augment the supply we will get from the 
Bureau when our peak requirement occurs and, as I mentioned, we 
have been working on the proposition of obtaining this from Nebraska 
because of their summer peak, but the fullest cooperation from the 
Bureau of Reclamation is necessary in order to accomplish this, since 
they have the transmission network that ties the two areas together. 
[f they will, by displacement, provide Nebraska power in the eastern 
and southern areas of the Missouri Basin to preference customers 
with whom they have contracted to provide power, they will then 
have ample power provided right .at Fort Peck to take care of the 
entire needs of our eastern Montana and northwestern North Dakota 
requirements. 

This also is a question that is under discussion at the present 
moment between our officers and Mr. Aandahl of the Bureau. 

I have just previously pointed out some of the thinking that has 
gone into both the need for organizing our Upper Missouri G. & T. 
and touched upon some of the problems that we are working on, and, 
as Mr. Thiessen pointed out, other witnesses to follow will perhaps 
go a little more fully into detail on some of our thinking on this 
problem. 

Might I just add that I understand that your committee, Senator, 
has already been thinking and doing a little investigation of the possi- 
bilities of a giant Federal thermal plant in the SGioari Basin to 
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firm up the entire output of all of the dams and, personally, I think 
that that is a very worthwhile endeavor to find out if that might be 
the answer to the power needs for many years to come in that area. 

Certainly I think it would be a step in the right direction toward 

tting the best financial return out of every kilowatt hour that would 
% available for sale from both the hydroplants and from the steam- 

lant. 
: I hope that that investigation goes forward and proves fruitful. 

I thank you very much. 

The Cuarrman. Thank you for a very interesting and very impor- 
tant statement. I am sure it will be very helpful in trying to work 
out this problem. 

Mr. Forseru. Thank you. 

The Cuarrman. Senator Langer’s assistant, Mr. Chumbris, is here 
this morning and I am sure he wishes to say something on behalf of 
the Senator, who recently lost his wife and therefore is unable to be 
present this morning. Senator Langer cooperates with us on every 
program that we have, and I know he will in this matter. 


STATEMENT OF PETER N. CHUMBRIS, ON BEHALF OF SENATOR 
LANGER OF NORTH DAKOTA 


Mr. Cuumpris. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Senator Langer wanted me to be here this morning to extend to you 
his deepest thanks for the promptness with which you called this 
public — morning after hearing some of the problems that 
the peo le in Montana and North Dakota are faced with on this issue 
of the Fort Peck Act and also the various matters dealing with their 


power problems. We are fortunate to have a chairman of the Interior 
Committee who can get things done promptly for our area. 

Senator Langer, as you know, personally appeared earlier this year 
when the Missouri Valley power problems were presented and at your 
invitation he sat throughout the hearing and listened to the testimony 
of the various witnesses. 

I reviewed for the Senator the problems that were raised at yes- 
terday morning’s meeting and also the discussion that we had yester- 
day afternoon, and he stated that he is 100 percent behind you. The 
statement that was made here by Senator Mansfield this morning he 
incorporates as if he had made it himself. 

You know the history of Senator Langer with REA back in North 
Dakota in the early thirties, one of the first States in the Nation that 
brought about the rural electrification program, and he wanted the 
record to show that any help that he can possibly give you on this he 
will gladly give, and you can call him at any time and he will give 
his full support. 

He urges that the request made by these gentlemen here this morn- 
ing be given its fullest consideration and a favorable conclusion. 

e Cuarrman. Thank you very much. We will be in touch with 
Senator Langer, of course, and I know that he will cooperate with us 
to the fullest extent. 

We appreciate your appearance here this morning. 

Mr. Crumertis. Thank you very much. 
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The Cuarrman. The next witness is Mr. Charles H. Mahoney, vice 
president, Upper Missouri Basin Generation and Transmission Co- 
operative. 


STATEMENT OF CHARLES H. MAHONEY, VICE PRESIDENT, UPPER 
MISSOURI BASIN GENERATION AND TRANSMISSION COOPERA- 
TIVE 


Mr. Manoney. I am Charles H. Mahoney. I am vice president of 
the Upper Missouri G. & T. ; 

Senator Murray, we are very grateful to you for calling this hear- 
ing on this short notice and letting us present our thinking to the 
Congress of the United States. It is indeed a very great honor to 
have this courtesy accorded us by the U.S. Senate. 

In the first place, Mr. Chairman, we feel from our area, which is 
right in the shadow of Fort Peck Dam, that we have some rights, 
maybe not by law, but by past custom, and we feel we are entitled to 
a little extra consideration out of the Fort Peck Dam. 

In our Upper Missouri G. & T., we are right between Fort Peck 
Dam and Garrison Dam. We were told last year that we would 
have to purchase additional power to get us through this particular 
winter that we have coming up, plus additional winters from then on. 

Under the new allocation which is to be made, the statistical report 
as presented by the Secretary of the Interior last fall showed us 
to be at that time 15 percent short of our power. We feel that we can- 
not operate at only 85 percent of capacity, so we must then as a genera- 
tion and transmission cooperative go out and hunt some place for the 
additional 15 percent of power that will be necessary later on, plus 
the approximately 5 to 8 percent this year. 

If we go out and do this very thing and ask Nebraska, with which 
we have had some negotiations, to send power into our area, it is 
going to increase our overall cost of power by slightly over 8 percent. 
Eight percent isn’t much if we had a country with a lot of consumers 
per mile of line, but when we have a country in which a cooperative 
averages approximately one consumer for every mile of line in the air, 
we have to watch all of our costs very closely or we cannot repay the 
oan that were granted to us by the Federal Government under 

EA. 

It is just as important to us that we mee the Federal Government 
as any other operation of any private business. We are not like a 
foreign country that can default upon its loans or decide not to pay 
the interest. We feel we have a duty and an obligation to pay off the 
Federal Government loans when they are due and to pay the interest 
on time, 


Here is the proposition that has been pene before us: To go to 


Nebraska and buy power to take care of our shortage. With that 
meant the necessity of paying the Bureau of Reclamation wheeling 
of 1 mill plus 7 percent losses up to our area. 

Part of our cooperatives are served under the Montana-Dakota 
Utilities System which acts as a wheeling agent for the Bureau of 
Reclamation in wheeling the power to the individual cooperatives. 
For the amount that we have to wheel over the Montana-Dakota 
Utilities System, we will then have to pay another mill and 7-percent 
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losses, making total costs to those cooperatives from the Montana- 


Dakota wheel of 2 mills and 7-percent losses. 

We would not object had we felt this was absolutely the fair deal, 

Mr. Stone. That is two 7-percent losses. 

Mr. Manoney. Two 7-percent losses, making a total of 14-percent 
losses, when actually, Mr, Chairman, within the area in which we live, 
and when this G. & T. cooperative was formed, we have a surplus of 
Federal power from Fort Peck Dam. 

Fort Peck Dam, the first powerhouse, has a generating capacity of 
70,000 kilowatts. We at the present time in Montana have a contract 
of a little over 19,000. North Dakota’s I don’t know exactly, but it is 
about six or seven thousand. The rest of that 70,000 kilowatts is 
now going into the States someplace in Iowa, Minnesota, and maybe 
some in eastern South Dakota. 

If this power actually had to travel from Nebraska up to us, | 
would say they were justified in charging us this additional cost. 
Actually, we are saving the Bureau. They do not have to transport 
the power out of that area to go down to these other States. Ac- 
tually, they are saving the 7-percent losses the third time, so actually 
the ere ae would be doing this: They would be charging us for 
two losses and saving a loss themselves, making a total of 21-percent 
losses that would be absolutely clear to them. 

If we were rich cooperatives, if we had plenty of money, there 
would be no question. 

As was stated by you, Mr. Chairman, and the other distinguished 
Senator from Montana this morning, we have a drought out there 
and we have problems. Maybe our loads will drop, but our interest 
and repayments on REA loans will go on just the same day after day, 
and we expect to meet them. There is not one cooperative in arrears 
or anywhere close to arrears in this Upper Missouri G. & T., and we 
are going to keep it that way. That is why we are down here today 
fighting, you might say, with our backs to the wall, trying to save an 
enterprise that we are very proud of. 

Mr. Chairman, we feel that under the Fort Peck Act we are entitled 
to receive the power in that immediate area which comes from that 
area, which is surplus, and not have to pay at least the losses, and I 

uestion whether we should even pay the wheeling, but we certainly 
eel the 21-percent losses, 14 to us and 7 percent to the Government, 
are some return to the Government. 

The Bureau of Reclamation has asked us in our master contract to 

o out from under the Fort Peck Act and to go under the Flood 
Control Act of 1944. There isa lot of difference. 

The main point of difference is: you have a revolving fund set up 
in the Fort Peck Act to go out to purchase power and to make the 
necessary things to make the organization work. Under the Flood 
Control Act you have not explicit, clear-cut language. We feel if we 
were forced to go under the Flood Control Act of 1944, we would take 
a loss on our contracts, and I might say right here, every cooperative 
in our organization is now serviced under the Fort Peck Act, not 
the Flood Control Act of 1944. 

We feel it would be a distinct loss to our organization to go out from 
under the Fort Peck Act and go under the Flood Control Act. 

We hope that this trip down here will serve to get that point re- 
solved. e may have to come and tell you what our actions are later 


if we 


defin 
yuisl 


nish 
we : 
with 
eral 

proy 
our | 


the | 
flooc 
dow 
and 
I 
to ¢ 
Neb 
Rec! 
I 
Pov 
ing 
Bas 
tive 
I 
here 
and 


Fed 
I 


mit 
toa 


N 
to | 
enc 
you 
bri 

N 
Sto 
ind 
the 
nol 
ble 


out 
to | 
a | 
the 








UPPER MISSOURI BASIN POWER SUPPLY PROBLEMS 1l 








if we can’t get that. We are willing to fight to the end to retain the 
Fort Peck Act under our contracts. 

We feel we are within the area. We don’t know how you wish to 
define an area, but if I remember correctly you and the other distin- 
guished gentleman, Senator Mansfield, inserted in the Hungry Horse 
Act a reservation of outside power. We feel that you have plenty of 















of things again. , , 

I believe it is in either Oahe or Big Bend where there is a reser- 
of § vation for South Dakota in this power. We feel that we have fur- 
vot | nished the land. We furnish the big part of the water for Fort Peck; 
ig | we are furnishing better than 95 percent. We have all the land 
is | within our area. We feel we have given something to the great Fed- 
be | eral Government on that and all we ask in return is to get a fair, 

proportionate share given to us just as anybody else would expect in 
our area. 
F I will admit we do have recreation connected with the Fort Peck and 
rt | the dam up there. We have no navigation. We have no need for 
c. | flood control of the Fort Peck Dam. Parts of those two acts are used 
ly downstream. Upstream the only two benefits that we have are power 
or | and recreation. 





I believe it would be well for this committee, and I know you will, 
to check into the proposition of buying power from Nebraska which 
Nebraska offered at the hearings last spring to sell to the Bureau of 
Reclamation. 

I forget the engineering firm, but Mr. McPhail, former chief of the 
Power Division of the Bureau of Reclamation, made a report show- 
ing that it is feasible to buy the Nebraska power and firm up the 
Basin at a gain to the Federal Government as well as to the coopera- 
tives and the other preference customers within the area. 

I don’t ask anything for nothing and I don’t think there is any man 
here asking anything for nothing. All we would like is a fair deal 
and a right of survival to keep our cooperatives going and pay off the 
Federal Government 100 percent on their interest. 

I wish again to thank you, Senator Murray, for calling this com- 
mittee upon such short notice. If there are any questions, I will try 
to answer them. 

The Cuarrman. Are there any questions, Mr. Stong? 

Mr. Stone. Would it be preferable for the Bureau of Reclamation 
to buy all of Nebraska’s surplus power and transmit it to the prefer- 
ence customers rather than to force many individual organizations like 
your own to buy from Nebraska and then arrange transmission— 
bringing about a myriad of contracts in the area ? 

Mr. Manonery. It would not alone bring a myriad of contracts, Mr. 
Stong, but the bargaining power of an individual cooperative or an 
individual G. & T. is so small in relation to the bargaining power 
the Bureau of Reclamation would have. We at the present time have 
none of the residuals that go with this proposition, such as interrupti- 
ble power, or letting them use transmission lines for getting power 
out of their steamplants, and so forth. 

The best way and the cleanest way is for the Bureau of Reclamation 
to purchase the power from Nebraska. A great deal of it will be only 
a paper transfer because Nebraska is buying the surplus power from 
them in the summer. Then the Bureau of Reclamation will have firm 
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power under the machine capacity they have instead of the great 
amount of capacity they have in the Basin, which is only used as 
standby or reserve power. 

It is to the advantage of the Federal Government. It is to the 
advantage of us. It is an advantage to the State of Nebraska. 

Mr. Stone. You referred to the ty werk of the Kuljian Corp. made 
by Mr. Harvey McPhail. You are familiar with the fact that this 
report indicates that integration of Nebraska with G. & T.’s and the 
Bureau of Reclamation would substantially meet all the power require- 
ments of preference customers in the basin until 1965. 

Mr. Manoney. That is correct. 

He reported that there would be a short period of time in 1962 that 
the Bureau and the others would have to use reserves to meet demand. 
It would take care of all preference customers in the basin, and in 
place of having the 85 percent from the Bureau and the 15 percent 
you hunt elsewhere, that would be alleviated for the cooperatives and 
the preference customers in the Missouri Basin. 

r. Strona. Senator Murray, it might be well to include that report 
in the record of this hearing. 

The Cuarrman. It will % carried in an appendix? to this hearing, 
where you should also place the Fort Peck ‘Ket and report. and the 
rural electrification documents. 

Mr. Mahoney, does that finish your statement ? 

Mr. Manoney. Yes, sir. 

The Cuarmman. Thank you very much for a very forceful and 
factual statement. I think it will be of great help to us in looking 
after this problem, and I am sure that we will be able to work it out. 

Certainly justice is on our side, and I cannot understand why we 


cannot succeed in petting this trouble settled in Montana. 


Mr. Manoney. I might state, Senator Murray, that when the Con- 
gress determines that something has to be checked, I find most gen- 
erally that in the end the Congress wins. 

The Cuamman. Thank you. 

The next witness this morning is Mr. Charles E. Jewett, manager 
of the Goldenwest Electric Cooperative of Wibaux, Mont. 


STATEMENT OF CHARLES E. JEWETT, MANAGER, GOLDENWEST 
ELECTRIC COOPERATIVE, WIBAUX, MONT. 


Mr. Jewerr. My name is Charles Jewett. I represent the Golden- 
west Electric Cooperative of Wibaux, Mont., and have been 
its manager since 1948. We are also a member of the Upper Missouri 
Generation and Transmission Cooperative. I represent one of the 
smaller cooperatives in the G. & T. system. 

The feasibility of the REA loan to our cooperative was based on 
low-cost power provided by the Fort Peck Act and a substation fur- 
nished by the Bureau of Reclamation on the Montana-Dakota Utilities 
line near Wibaux and the North Dakota State line. 


2 Appendix, p. 49. 
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In the past 11 years we have built to approximately 854 consumers 
and it has taken a little over that amount of miles to get the service 
tothem. So you see we are rather thinly spread out. 

Recently unforeseen economic developments in the area have 
actually caused a loss of about 13 percent of these consumers; that is, 
they have actually disconnected from our system. Another 30 percent 
of our farms have reduced their usage due to retirement from active 
farming in the area. The remaining few active farmers are real good 
users of electricity and they probably will remain that way, providing 
the price is low enough so that it 1s economically feasible for them 
to use this power. 

The remaining few good users that we have will have to use con- 
siderably more power than they are at the present time to take care 
of the losses that we have gone through in the last few years. As a 
result of this, we have exceeded our contract rate of delivery with 
the Bureau of Reclamation, and also the capacity of the Bureau of 
Reclamation substation. 

We have a letter from the Bureau of Reclamation telling us that 
inasmuch as they have furnished a substation on a Montana-Dakota 
Utilities line, they will not increase the capacity of this substation to 
take care of us and any alterations to the substation will have to be 
taken care of by us by furnishing our own substation at that point. 

We also received a letter, a copy of which I have here, from the 
Department of the Interior, Bureau of Reclamation, Region 6, at 
Billings, Mont., with a reply reference of 632 dated March 17, 1959. 
I would like to read this and submit it as evidence here. 

Mr. CHARLES E, JEWETT, 


Manager, Goldenwest Electric Cooperative, Inc., 
Wibaue, Mont. 


Deak Mr. JEwetrT: Our contract No. 14-06-600-3210 with your cooperative 
provides for a contract rate of delivery of firm power of 1,170 kilowatts. Your 
actual power requirements this past winter have exceeded this amount by about 
40 kilowatts, probably as a result of the adverse weather conditions. While we 
have been able to carry this slight overrun, we must inform you that the Bureau 
does not expect to be able to supply a similar and quite probably larger overrun 
this next winter. We must limit our deliveries to the amount specified in the 
contract. 

We will therefore expect your cooperative to make some arrangement for an 
auxiliary power supply to carry your load which is in excess of the Bureau 
commitment. We assume that this will be handled by or through Upper Mis- 
souri G. & T. and that completion of the proposed arrangements between that 
organization, the Bureau, and Nebraska Public Power System will satisfy the 
requirements. There is, of course, the possibility that these arrangements may 
not be completed by this fall, in which case some other solution may be required. 
May we have your comments regarding this situation. 

Very truly yours, 
F. M. Cxiinton, Regional Director. 


Mr. Stone. What is the date of that letter? 

Mr. Jewett. The date of that letter is March 17, 1959. 

Mr. Stone. Where could you obtain power except from the Bureau 
in that area? 

Mr. Jewett. We are entirely dependent upon the wheeling arrange- 


ment the Bureau has with the Montana-Dakota Utilities Co. to give 
us power. 


45496—59—+—3 
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We own one substation ourselves on the Montana-Dakota lines and 
the Bureau owns one substation on their lines. We are entirely de- 
endent upon a transmission line of the Montana-Dakota Utilities 
rom Glendive, Mont., to Wibaux, Mont., for our power supply. Any 
= that we would be forced to go and find would have to be, we 
eel, gotten through our generation and transmission cooperative be- 
cause in talking with some of the local employees of the Montana- 
Dakota Utilities at Glendive, they say they have no extra power. 
In fact they led me to believe they were actually short of power them- 
selves, that when their plant at Sidney went on the line, it was actually 
overloaded because of the loss that they had received on the recaptur- 
able power that had gone out of the Basin. 

As a result of this, we joined our G. & T. in the hopes that we could 
obtain the additional power at near the same cost. 

We have been informed lately that our cost will be increased. One 
of the reasons for that is because we receive our power, as I previously 
stated, through a wheeling contract with Montana-Dakota Utilities, 
who get 1 mill per kilowatt-hour and 7 percent losses. In addition to 
that, we have been informed that the Bureau will expect also 1 mill 
and 7 percent losses for wheeling. That would give us 14 percent 
losses and 2 mills if we were to buy this 40 kilowatts from outside. 

If our G. & T. should purchase the winter poring power from 
Nebraska, there would be no power actually wheeled to Montana from 
Nebraska, as I understand it. The Nebraska power would displace 
Bureau commitments in lowa, South Dakota, and peasy Minnesota. 

The result is actual saving to the Bureau and there would be prac- 


tically no line losses. Moreover, due to the time season changes, a 
savings is enjoyed now for Fort Peck loads of the MDU by shifting 


power across the time zone. The 1955 Montana-Dakota Utilities 
Board study revealed that the MDU has been enjoying a time diver- 
sity in their relations with the Bureau amounting to approximately 
10 percent of their users. 

f the 30,000 kilowatts they have under contract, this amounts to 
3,000 kilowatts, a large amount when you consider that the Bureau 
letter is concerned with only 40 kilowatts overload demand on our 
contract. 

Going back to the wheeling cost, the Bureau informs us that they 
do not recognize power displacement, that the only way they can 

re is to henge 1 mill and 7 percent losses regardless of the distance 
of the wheeling. _ , , : 

- As a result, our little cooperative will be taxed, as I said before, 
14 percent losses and 2 mills wheeling for all power bought elsewhere 
and delivered by the Bureau over the MDU lines to us. 

My question yesterday was, Why should we pay wheeling cost and 
losses where no losses occur and the Bureau has a resultant saving, 
actually, instead of a cost? Their charges result in an increase of our 
power bill that directly affects the feasibility of our REA loan. Also, 
the fact that we are going to have to spend some money if we are 
going to have any power in excess of this substation that the Bureau 
now owns, we will have to purchase another substation that is going to 
hurt some more. We are going to have to borrow some more money. 
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Consequently, it is going to make us pay that much more back to 
the Guecament and - do. intend to pay every bit of it back plus the 
interest as required. 

I want to thank you very much on behalf of our cooperative for 
the privilege of tectidying at this pearing: 

Mr. Stone. Mr. Jewett, so the record will be clear, as I understand, 
if the Bureau of Reclamation would permit the Upper Missouri Basin 
Generation and Transmission Co-op to take advantage of diversity 
of peak periods resulting from difference in time of peak require- 
ments in different parts of your area, you would have approximately 
a 10 percent gain in the amount of firm power. The co-ops in the east 
peak at one time and the co-ops in the west peak at another time. 

Mr. Jewerr. That is right. 

Mr. Stone. And they will not permit you to take advantage of that 
diversity, is that correct ? ; 

Mr. Jewetr. I understand that that has been stricken from the 
proposed contract. } 

r, Stone. Although it is permitted under the contract of Mon- 
tana-Dakota Utilities? 

Mr. Jewett. That is right. 

I wish to thank you again. 

The CHatrmaNn, Thank you very much for your very able state- 
ment. It seems to me that we have the facts here that will justify get- 
ting some action. : 

Mr, Jewett. We need action. 

The Cuatrman. The next witness will be Mr. Irvin Richards, di- 
rector of the Southeast Electric Cooperative, Ekalaka, Mont. 

Mr. Richards. 


STATEMENT OF IRVIN RICHARDS, DIRECTOR, SOUTHEAST 
ELECTRIC COOPERATIVE, EKALAKA, MONT. 


Mr. Ricuarps. Mr. Chairman, I am a rancher from Carter County 
and have been for many years. I am also a board member of the 
Southeast and also a board member of Upper Missouri G. & T. 

I do not have the letter with me, the same as Charlie Jewett had 
about the same time from the Bureau, notifying us that we were ex- 
ceeding our contract, The only difference in the letter—they are al- 


most identical according to my memory—is that we exceeded the 
contract by 20 kilowatts instead of-40. 

That is all I have to say. 

Mr. Stone. You exceeded the 20 kilowatts last year? 
wk Ricrarps, Well, yes. The notice came to us in the month of 
iaren,. 

Mr. Stone. And you were notified that they would not permit you 
to exceed your contract again this year? 

Mr. Ricwarps. Well, that is, the letter that Mr. Jewett here just 
read was exactly the same thing I think, and I think it came at the 
same time. 


I did not bring that with me. I didn’t know I needed it. 


The Cuarrman. Thank you. 
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The next witness will be Mr. R. L. Potts, manager of Burke- 
Divide Electric Cooperative, Columbus, N. Dak. 


STATEMENT OF R. L, POTTS, MANAGER, BURKE-DIVIDE ELECTRIC 
COOPERATIVE, COLUMBUS, N. DAK. 


Mr. Ports. My name is R. L. Potts. Iam manager of the Burke- 
Divide Electric Cooperative at Columbus, N. Dak. We are also a 
member of the = Missouri G. & T. and my remarks, Mr. Chair- 
man, will be in behalf of both organizations. 

To start with, I would like to have the Fort Peck Act made a part 
of this record. 

The CuatrMan. We already provided that. It will appear else- 
where in the record. 

Mr. Ports. Thank you. f io 

I would then like to enlarge somewhat upon the various provisions 
of the act and the intent of Congress in passing the act to show 
what the reasons are for our organization’s remaining under the Fort 


Peck Act. 

At this time I should explain that insofar as I am aware, the co- 
operatives represented here were all members of the Upper Missouri 
G. & T., the only cooperatives who are qualified to receive power 
under the Fort Peck Act. 

I must also state that the provision has been written into all our 
existing contracts with the Bureau up until this time and that it now 
appears that the Bureau, through a departmental] ruling, seeks to 
bring us under the Flood Control Act of 1944. 

It seems this is not the intent of Congress as provided in the act. 
In fact, it appears that the Department of Interior has completely 
ignored the Fort Peck Act, which was patterned after the Bonne- 
ville Act and passed Congress only a few days after the Bonne- 
ville Act was passed. 

I would point to the Bonneville Act as being a living example 
of proper administration of the directives and clear intent of Con- 
gress. This has been a tremendous factor in the vast economical 
growth and development in the Northwest. 

I would now, with your permission, Mr, Chairman, like to quote 
from the Fort Peck Act some of the many provisions in the act that 
make it vital for our organization to remain under the Fort Peck 
Act. These provisions which I am about to quote are not men- 
tioned under the Flood Control Act of 1944 and if administered un- 
der the 1944 act would again appear to show that the Department 
of the Interior is seeking to completely ignore the Fort Peck Act. 

In section 2(a), and I quote directly from the act: 

The electric energy generated in the operation of the said Fort Peck project 
shall be disposed of by the Bureau as hereinafter provided. 

It makes it mandatory that all power generated from Fort Peck 
shall be administered as provided for in this act. 

Another quotation from the act, and it is also in the same section, 
section 2(a) : 

The Secretary of War shall install and maintain additional machinery, equip 


ment, and facilities for the generation of electric energy at the Fort Peck project 
when in the judgment of the Bureau such additional generating facilities are 


2 Appendix, p. 39. 
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desirable to meet actual or potential market requirements for such electric- 
energy: 

It seems to be the view of the Department of the Interior at the 
present time that any additional generation facilities that are installed 
at Fort Peck, such as the second powerhouse that is now under con- 
struction, will not come under this act and will be under the 1944 
Flood Contro] Act. 

They seem to ignore this statement entirely that provides that all 
facilities that are using the generation of power at Fort Peck shall be 
under this act. 


Under section 2(b) : 


In order to encourage the widest possible use of all electric energy that can be 
generated and marketed and to provide reasonable outlets therefor, and to pre- 


yent the monopolization therof by limited groups, the Bureau is authorized and 
directed to provide, construct, operate, maintain, and improve such electric trans- 
mission lines and substations, and facilities and structures appurtenant thereto, 


as it finds necessary, desirable, or appropriate for the purpose of transmitting 
electric energy, available for sale, from the Fort Peck project to existing and 
potential markets, and, for the purpose of interchange of electric energy, to 


interconnect the Fort Peck project with either private or with other Federal 
projects and publicly owned power systems now or hereafter constructed. 


This provision apparently gives the Bureau the right to buy peaking 
power, to firm up Fort Peck, if it becomes necessary, and thereby 
giving the U.S. Treasury the greatest possible return for its invest- 
ment. 

Another quotation under section 2(f) : 


Subject to the provisions of this act, the Bureau is authorized in the name of 
the United States, to negotiate and enter into such contracts, agreements, and 


arrangements as it shall find necessary or appropriate to carry out the purposes 
of this act. 


Again it seems clear that the Bureau was authorized and directed 
to buy peaking power if necessary to again get the greatest return pos- 
sible from the investment made at Fort Peck for the Treasury. 

Section 4: 


In order to insure that the facilities for the generation of electric energy at 
the Fort Peck project shall be operated for the benefit of the general public, 
and particularly of domestic and rural consumers, the Bureau shall at all times, 
in disposing of electric energy generated at said project, give preference and 
priority to public bodies and cooperatives. 

Here again I would like to point out, as has been previously pointed 
out, that all the cooperatives represented in the Upper Missouri 
G. & T. are marginal cooperatives and that their feasibility was deter- 
mined and established upon the Fort Peck Act and that up until that 
time the feasibility of these projects could not be established because 
they had to have the cheap source of power in order to make them 
feasible. 

Another statement, section 6: 

It is the intent of Congress that rate schedules for the sale of electric energy 
which is or may be generated at the Fort Peck project in excess of the amount 
required for operating the dam and appurtenant works at said project shall be 
determined with due regard to and predicated upon the fact that such electric 
energy is developed from water power created as an incident to the construction 
of the dam in the Missouri River at the Fort Peck project for the purposes set 
forth in section 1 of this act. 

It seems clear here that the intent was that the rate should be set 
to pay for the proportionate costs of the power installations and not as 
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I think has been done; I believe now that the power rate is set to pay 
off nearly 85 percent of the original cost of the dam. That seems to 
be indirect contradiction to the act. 

Another provision that is in the Fort Peck Act and that is not in 
the flood control, in fact none of these provisions is in the Flood 
Control Act of 1944: 

All receipts from: transmission and sale of electric energy generated at the 
Fort Peck project shall be covered into the Treasury of the United States to the 
credit of miscellaneous receipts, save and except that the Treasury shall set up 
and maintain from such receipts a continuing fund of $500,000, to the credit 
of the Bureau and subject to expenditure by it, to defray the operating expense 
of generation and transmission of power delivered to the Bureau for disposal 
under this act, to defray emergency expenses and to insure continuous operation. 

There is hereby authorized to be appropriated from time to time, out of moneys 
in the Treasury not otherwise appropriated, such sums as may be necessary to 
earry out the provisions of this act, including installation of equipment and 
machinery for the generation of electric energy, and facilities for its transmis- 
sion and sale. 

This section, it seems, provides the Bureau without question with a 
half-million dollars with which to buy peaking power if it appears 
necessary to provide the service as directed by this act and it is not con- 
tingent upon appropriation of Congress as it would be under the 
Flood Control Act of 1944. 

It seems reasonable from the discrepancies pointed out in my re- 
marks regarding the administration of the power developed at Fort 
Peck that this committtee should continue to investigate this prob- 
lem with the objective of determining why the Fort Peck Act has 
not been administered in the same spirit as the Bonneville Act which 
has done so much in the economic growth and development of the 
Northwest. 

I would also like to touch on the growth and development of the 
oil industry in our area. 

At the present time, as you probably are aware, oil has been devel- 
oped in our area and in order to provide the service necessary to de- 
velop this oil, a tremendous amount of power is and will be needed 
in order to continue the economic growth in our area. 

Unless some concrete rules are set up that we can depend upon in 
our planning, it is impossible for the Upper Missouri G. & T. or the 
local cooperative to try and make arrangements to secure an adequate 
source of power that we know will be there when we need it. 

Under the rules of the game that have been set up by the Depart- 
ment of the Interior, we have nothing concrete on which to do any 
planning. 

I on submit that I think that on behalf of the Upper Missouri 
G. & T. and our own local cooperative, we certainly appreciate every 
effort that can be made by this committee in helping to get some sort 
of concrete rules and regulations by which we can do some adequate 
planning. 

I thank you. 

The Carman. You may be sure that the committee will make 
every effort to accomplish that. 

Thank you very much for your statement. 

I understand that a number of you gentlemen have to appear at the 
Department of the Interior at 11:30, and I think it would be ad- 
visable for us to take a recess at this time until 2 o’clock and finish the 
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testimony this afternoon so as to give you an opportunity to go to the 
Interior Department this morning. 

Mr. Ports. Thank you, sir. 

The CHatrman. With that understanding, we will take a recess 
until 2 o’clock. 

(Thereupon, at 11:10 p.m., the committee recessed, to reconvene at 
2 p.m., same day.) 


AFTERNOON SESSION 


The Cuatrman. I should state that Congressman Quentin Burdick, 
of North Dakota, appeared this morning just a moment after the 
hearing had adjourned and expressed regret that he had not been able 
to get over sooner because of a committee meeting on the House side. 
He will be unable to get back this afternoon but assured us he will do 
anything he can to help work out this situation. 

The first witness this afternoon is Henry T. Hackley, director of 
the Lower Yellowstone Rural Electric Cooperative at Culbertson, 
Mont. 


STATEMENT OF HENRY T. HACKLEY, DIRECTOR, LOWER YELLOW- 
STONE RURAL ELECTRIC COOPERATIVE, CULBERTSON, MONT. 


Mr. Hacxuey. Mr. Chairman, my name is Henry T. Hackley, board 
member of Lower Yellowstone REA. I am a farmer. I live 25 miles 
out of Sidney. 

I am very vitally interested in REA. Since the REA came there 
I have a modern home which I think all people are entitled to 
and I sure hope that through this hearing that we will be able to work 
out something that will be good to all REA’s. 

The Cuarrman. Thank you, Mr. Hackley. 

Mr. Robert St. Cyr, coordinating manager of the Upper Missouri 
Generation and Transmission Cooperative. 


STATEMENT OF ROBERT M. ST. CYR, COORDINATING MANAGER, 
UPPER MISSOURI GENERATION & TRANSMISSION COOPERA- 
TIVE 


Mr. St. Cyr. My name is Bob St. Cyr. I am manager of the Upper 
Missouri Generation and Transmission Electric Cooperative with of- 
fices in Sidney, Mont. . 

I am down in this fair city trying to conclude a contract with the 
Bureau of Reclamation, a master contract between our G. & T. and the 
Bureau. We have been working on this contract now for 18 months, 
and I think that finally we have it in the final draft. We hope to 
conclude it shortly. 

The people that I represent are situated in eastern Montana and 
western North Dakota. From a geographic standpoint we have tre- 
mendous advantage in being located in a power surplus area between 
Fort Peck and Garrison. Unfortunately, it is only a physical advan- 
tage; through administrative decree we live in a power deficient area 
due to the fact that this power has been allocated over the marketing 
a the so-called linen Basin into the States of Minnesota 
and Iowa. 
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Our cooperatives were formed and proven feasible under the Fort 
Peck Act, and we received our power under the Fort Peck Act. 

There is plenty of power in Fort Peck to supply our needs, and we 
feel that consideration, special consideration, should be given to this 
group under the Fort Peck Act. 

One problem that we have under the present situation is planning 
for our power. If the Government is only going to furnish 85 percent 
of our power, we must lay plans to supply the remaining 15 percent. 
In order to adequately plan for this power it is vital that some long- 
range policies be established by the powers that be in regard to the 
rights to use or wheel on transmission lines, who will build the gen- 
erating plants to firm up the hydroplants on the Missouri basin. And 
in that connection I believe that if Senate Resolution No. 17 were 
passed, and this calls for investigation of the present power problems 
and possible solutions thereof, that it would aid us materially in mak- 
ing our plans for the future in power. 

I believe that is all that I have to say. 

The Cuarrman. Thank you, Mr. St. Cyr. 

The next witness is Mr. Harold Nohr, manager of the Mountrail 
Electric Cooperative at Stanley, N. Dak. 


STATEMENT OF HAROLD NOHR, MANAGER OF THE MOUNTRAIL 
ELECTRIC COOPERATIVE, STANLEY, N. DAK. 


Mr. Nour. My name is Harold Nohr. I am the manager of the 
Mountrail Electric Cooperative, Stanley, N. Dak. 
Our cooperative was probably one of the first that recognized a 


power shortage in our area, particularly because we started out as a 
very small cooperative and grew additions in the manner of a new town 
created by the two towns of Standish and Van Hook that were inun- 
dated by the Garrison Reservoir. We were asked to supply this new 
town now serving approximately 600 additional consumers on our 
project. That was never intended at the outset. 

Also we are in an oil area, the Tioga oil field being part of our 
project, and we have picked up considerable loads in that area. 

To come along now and tell us that we are going to have power 
shortages this early in our young life is quite exasperating to our 
cooperative. 

Back a few years ago when this became prevalent we helped to or- 
ganize the Northwest Power Cooperative, which later joined with the 
present Upper Missouri G. & T. Cooperative because there were only 
five of us in the northwest of North Dakota who had practically no 
access to Bureau lines and evidently there were going to be no further 
lines built in that area. 

The problems that eastern Montana had were similar to ours, and 
as the saying goes in unity there is strength. We joined up with that 
cooperative. 

We have progressed along very satisfactorily until the point where 
we are now. We find ourselves very much hamstrung in negotiating 
power contracts; and, without a power contract that will equitably 
serve all of these cooperatives, it will be impossible for small coopera- 
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tives like ours to continue to pay off their debts and interest to the 
Government. 

Some of my testimony is probably going to be repetitious with what 
has already been said in some of the respects. However, I do feel that 
it is important and should be carried into the testimony. 

I refer particularly to the McPhail report on the electric power 
requirements and supply for preference customers in the eastern divi- 
sion of the Missouri River Basin. I think it would take too long to go 
through and repeat practically all that has been said in this report. 
However, I do see that there are some things which bear repeating. 

One of these things is that the amount of surplus capacity as indi- 
eated as available from the Minnkota and Corn Belt power cooperation 
added to the capacity as augmented by the Nebraska surplus would 
greatly alleviate the power problem in the upper Missouri area. For 
that matter it would alleviate a considerable anxiety over power in the 
whole Basin. 

Approximately 100 megawatts of reserve in the Nebraska system, 
which in view of the short duration of periods of deficits in the years 
studied, is believed to be reasonable under most of these conditions. 
The graphs in this report for the 4 years clearly indicate that power 
to meet the load requirements estimated can be made available from 
existing and definitely planned generation capacity without definite 
deficiencies incurring in the years 1962, 1963, and 1964. 

The margin in August of 1964 is only in the order of 90,000 kilo- 
watts, which can easily be wiped out by a modest change in estimated 
| load growth. Of course, those are conditions which would have to be 
contended with at such time. 

Starting in June of 1965, however, definite deficits of considerable 
magnitude are indicated and additional generating capacity must be 
installed to meet these requirements. : 

If only the capacities of the preference customers are used, an 
assuming no help from other sources, a 2-month period in the summer 
of 1962 remains the only time of indicated deficiency prior to the 
summer of 1965. The possibility of better water conditions than 
assumed by the Corps of Engineers and a short-time use of all reserves 
might permit preference customers to squeeze by during this period 
using only their own resources. In any event, ample capacity appears 
to be present in other interconnected systems. 

There has been no study made on the cost of this additional power 
that. could be brought in from other areas or even generated within 
the area. However, that is not an insurmountable problem and cer- 
tainly would be much to the advantage of the co-ops rather than to go 
into purchasing high-cost power from other areas, long transmission 
lines, and so forth. 

In other words, I am referring to displacement of power. It is 
believed that even though the costs are relatively high net savings will 
result because of ability to postpone large investments in generating 
capacity until a load of considerable magnitude has developed to shift 
to such new capacity when it is ready to operate. ) 

With proper integration there is a large surplus of energy in all 
the thermal systems in the area. Some of the thermal systems are 
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the Central Power at Voltaire, N. Dak., and Minnkota Power in 
Grand Forks, N. Dak. 

There is also another cooperative which is known as the Dakotas 
Electric Cooperative, which has some capacity through their affilia- 
tion with the Montana-Dakotas utilities plant at Beulah. 

Mr. Stone. Mr. Chairman, may I ask a few questions? 

The Cuarmman. Yes. 

Mr. Stone. Mr. Nohr, my recollection is that Mr. McPhail included 
only two generating co-ops, Minnkota and Corn Belt, in his calcula- 
tion. 

Mr. Nour. Yes. 

Mr. Stone. These you have mentioned are additional that might 
have some capacity ? 

Mr. Nour. Central Power I was just going to mention should have 
considerable power that could be worked into this area, because they 
are receiving a large block of residual power from the Bureau which 
was evidenced by the allocations which were made, I believe, about 
a year ago. 

Excess kilowatt hours can also be secured together with peak ca- 
pacity from other thermal sources so that no problem of availability 
of capacity and energy other than cost appears to be present. 

In order to achieve the maximum utilization of the available ca- 
pacity in the area it is essential that some agency be created or charged 
with the necessary authority to assume overall responsibility together 
with adequate personnel and financing to carry on the required inte- 
gration and operation. 

Complexity of operations if many individual entities are involved, 
each looking out for his own interest as has been pepugat out more 

out at many 
points and for varying periods of time, the desirability of continually 
securing such power as is available from lower cost sources, and com- 
bining of energy and capacity in several sources, all make it imprac- 
tical to handle the situation by other than one responsible agency, 
and that agency we believe is the Bureau of Reclamation, facially SO. 

The Bureau owns and operates the major interconnecting trans- 
mission system and has direct contractual or other relations with 
every peer of interest and has no reason to be other than strictly im- 
partial in all respects. 

Only a relatively small requirement for additional personnel would 
be involved. Additional funds would be required for purchase of 

ower and we believe that that is adequately covered in the Fort Peck 
aw. 

A simple solution would be to establish a comparatively small re- 
volving fund to which cost of purchase power can be paid and almost 
immediately recovered by revenues from the sale of power. 

Such an arrangement would have negligible effect on the budget 
of the United States, and an increment could be added of the sale price 
of purchased power sufficient to adequately reimburse the Bureau for 
its added expense. 

Assuming that we solve the problem in this manner as outlined and 
which is clearly defined in this report, up to 1965, we must start now, 
as preference customers, to begin consideration in developing future 
enone capacity as well as transmission in the area, if we are 
going to keep up with the continued load growth. It is therefore 


recently in our problem, the pennies of metering in an 
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desirable that a part of such capacity become available not later than 
early 1965. For the maximum economy, it is, of course, desirable that 
such capacity be enlarged in highly efficient units, approximately not 
less than 50 to 100 or to 200 thousand kilowatts. 

It would also be desirable to locate such plants within the area. 
We are certainly blessed with the water and the fuel in the form of 
lignite coal, and such plants could be practically located in convenient 
places so that we would require short transmission lines to feed it 
into existing Bureau and other lines in the area. 

This would indicate that definite consideration should be given to 
a location in North and South Dakota along the Missouri River. To 
efficiently introduce power of the magnitude of 200,000 kilowatts or 
more into the transmission system of the Bureau, the desirability of 
high-voltage lines of probably 350,000 volts or higher extending from 
the powerplants in tie-points in Watertown, S. Dak., and Sioux City 
or vicinity in Iowa should be considered to alleviate the power short- 
ages which are going to be prevalent in the eastern end of the Mis- 
souri Basin. 

The necessary studies for developments of this magnitude plus the 
time required for arranging financing for construction and the actual 
time required for construction indicate the engineering work should 
be started immediately and if congressional approval could be secured 
for the Bureau of Reclamation to supply such thermal capacity and 
transmission lines so much the better. 

But this possibility is too remote at present for the customers to 
delay plans of their own. 

As you will perhaps have noted I have repeated much of the same 
information that is contained in this McPhail report, but I do want to 
add this paragraph from the letter of transmittal by the Honorable 
James E. Murray, chairman, wherein he states: 

The Kuljian study submitted to you herewith shows that the full power 
requirements of the preference customers in the area can be met from existing 
capacity at least until July 1965, when additional generating facilities will be 
needed in the area. The report makes it apparent that the Bureau of Reclama- 
tion should (1) immediately take steps to integrate with the Nebraska and 
REA generating groups and (2) develop plans, in cooperation with the preference 
customers, to meet power requirements in 1965 and thereafter. 

I herewith enter in the testimony a copy of the McPhail report. 

The Cuatrman. Thank you, sir. 

(The report appears in the appendix on p. 49.) 

Mr. Nour. Thank you very much. 

The Cuarrman. The next witness is William E. Trommershausen, 
of R. W. Beck & Associates, consulting engineer for the Upper 


ee Basin G. & T., with offices at Seattle, Wash., and Columbus, 
ebr. 


STATEMENT OF WILLIAM E. TROMMERSHAUSEN, R. W. BECK & 
ASSOCIATES, CONSULTING ENGINEER FOR THE UPPER MISSOURI 
GENERATION & TRANSMISSION COOPERATIVE 


Mr. TromMersHAvsEN. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

My name is William E. Trommershausen. I am principal engineer 
and partner of the firm of R. W. Beck & Associates, having offices in 
Seattle, Wash., and Columbus, Nebr. 
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Ever since the inception of the Upper Missouri G. & T. Electric 
Cooperative our firm has been its consulting engineer on power 
problems. ‘ 

They have requested that I speak to the committee today concerning 
the problems that an engineer faces when he attempts to work out 
the plans for a supplemental power supply, keeping within the frame- 
wok of the present Bureau of Reclamation power policy. 

And that Iam happy todo. This is the second time this year that 
I have reported on this problem before this committee, and I regret 
to say that the progress is very slow and tedious. It is costly and 
time-consuming. 

As has been testified here today we have spent some 18 months work- 
ing out a power supply arrangement for supplemental power for the 
Upper Missouri G. & T., and after all that period of time this power 
supply arrangement will take this group through the spring of 1961; 
unless other arrangements are made I presume we will have to go 
through this same tedious procedure again to advance the period for 
another year or so. 

This problem is brought about by lack of planning, and a lack of 
power marketing policy that takes into account the changing power 
situation in the Missouri Basin wherein the Bureau of Reclamation is 
no longer a power supplier for 100 percent of the power requirements. 

I have heard it stated many times, and again in official conferences 
yesterday, that the Bureau has been attempting for the last 10 years 
to get the preference customers to start building generation of their 
own. I submit that that perhaps has been true, but that the imple- 
mentation of such a program by power marketing policies that permit 
people to go ahead on an orderly basis has not Followed through. 

We find it extremely difficult to negotiate for uncertain amounts of 
power for uncertain periods of time. The people that are in the power 
supply business have to make businesslike arrangements, and they find 
it most difficult to contract with any agency that needs power if its 
demands have to be stated in such uncertain terms. 

During the previous discussion of this problem before this com- 
mittee earlier this spring there was much hope that the use of the 
surplus power which was known to be available in Nebraska and in 
the generators of the Minnkota Electric Cooperative and the Corn 
Belt Electric Cooperative, if used to firm up the Missouri Basin 
power, could take 100 percent of the requirements for the preference 
customers at least through 1963. You have just heard testimony from 
a very competent engineering report prepared by the Kuljian Corp., 
wherein they come to the conclusion that the integration of existing 
preference customer steam generation and Missouri Basin hydro can 
take care of 100 percent of the power requirements of the Masso 
Basin preference customers until 1965. 

Because of the problem that the Bureau has had in working up new 
policies during the transitional period, I would say that it is im- 
ortant not only to the preference customers but it is important to the 

ureau of Reclamation itself and the Department of Interior that they 
take advantage of the time that can be gained by purchasing this 
Nebraska power so that in the interim period they can work up some 
policies that will permit everyone to proceed on an orderly basis on 
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the financing and construction of the transmission lines and genera- 
tion that is needed to carry the future loads. 

We have been working on such long-range studies both for this 
G. & T. and several others, and we are handicapped by lack of guidance 
in the form of policies as to what we can count on from the Federal 
Government. I made inquiry concerning the use of peaking power, 
the Missouri Basin peaking power of which large quantities will be 
available when the Big Bend project comes to line, which is not in 
the too distant future. And I would quote an answer that I received 
from the Department of the Interior concerning this problem: 

The Bureau has only made a very preliminary examination of the factors 
underlying the availability of peaking capacity and the terms and conditions 
which will govern its sale. It will probably be sometime yet before all factors 
are known, and we will be in a position to announce any firm plan of peaking 
power disposal. However, we recognize good reasons for and can envision the 
possible sale of peaking capacity in the manner you described. 

I find that this is the answer that you get on many of the basic 
problems from the Bureau of Reclamation concerning anyone who 
proceeds to put generation in on his own. I also say as a consulting 
engineer for this group, we find it extremely difficult with such obscure 
policies to put sufficient justification in an engineering report that 
would have the confidence of the people that will put up the money 
to permit the construction of such a plant. 

I would also like to emphasize another problem which is not resolved, 
and that is the manner of transmission capacity. Under the present 
Bureau policies it is only possible to get assurance of transmission 
capacity to wheel non-Federal power, which would be the type of 


power en by an organization such as the Upper Missouri G. & T. 


It is only possible to get a commitment on a 4-year basis, 

A modern steam electric generating plant has to be financed on a 
30- to a 35-year basis. If you have the unknown factor of how will 
the transmission problem be handled after the first 4 years, you have 
what now appears to be an insurmountable problem. 

I have mentioned those two particular problems to point out that 
there is justification just for that point alone for the Bureau of Recla- 
mation to give most serious consideration to the recommendations 
contained in the Kuljian report and that they proceed to conclude their 
negotiations with the Nebraska Public Power System so that they can 
announce to all groups concerned that they will be able to take care 
of 100 percent of their power supply requirements. I am sure you 
will appreciate that my employment will be temporarily suspended 
when our client has his power problem solved, but nevertheless we 
make this recommendation because it is a sound one, it is in the public 
interest, and it will certainly take the confusion out of the power 
problems in the Missouri Basin. 

It has been a privilege to spend this time with you this afternoon 
on this problem. 

The CHarrman. Thank you, Mr. Trommershausen. 

The final witness this afternoon is Mr. Henry T. Swenson, presi- 
dent of the Upper Missouri Basin Generation and Transmission Co- 
operative of Columbus, N. Dak. 

Mr. Swenson. 
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STATEMENT OF HENRY T. SWENSON, PRESIDENT, UPPER MIS- 


SOURI BASIN GENERATION & TRANSMISSION COOPERATIVE, 
COLUMBUS, N. DAK. 


Mr. Swenson. Mr. Chairman, my name is Henry T. Swenson. 
I am a farmer from Columbus, N. Dak. I am chairman of the 
board of the Upper Missouri Basin Generation and Transmission 
Electric Cooperative of Sidney, Mont. 

For the past 2 days here in Washington our group has been nego- 
tiating with Under Secretary of the Interior Aandahl and his staff 
on a master contract for our cooperative. 

Since we found ourselves in short power supply in our area, we 
found that through inquiry the Bureau of Reclamation would not 
assume a utility responsibility for our power requirements. We 
banded together to try to do the job collectively under one organi- 
zation. This responsibility that now falls upon us was brought about 
on very short notice by the last round of power allocations that was 
announced by the Bureau last year. 

For a little background, I wish to state that we were in a very 
sparsely settled area, and we have always felt that we were different 
’ from many of the other preference customers of the Bureau in that 
our economic status was not quite as secure. 

One of the things that we wished to have in our contract was that 
the administration of the contract would come under the Fort Peck 
Act. We had considerable discussion on this with the Bureau and 
they did not see why we should want it, but we could give no better 
answer really than to say we did not want to lose anything that we 


felt we had in placing ourselves different in status from other pref- 
erence customers. 

We feel that the intent of the Congress when it passed the 
Fort Peck Act places us in a different category for consideration by 


the Bureau in making policy, because it was by the Fort Peck Act 
and its recitals that it was spelled out that the power was to be sold 
to the REA’s and public bodies; and also as I had heard the intent 
as developed by the hearings spelled out that it was to aid in the 
development, the economic development of the area, which is so 
important in an area that is so sparsely settled and where there was 
little economic development. 

Since the Bureau has been administrating the rest of the power 
in the Basin under the Flood Control Act of 1944, it has just fallen 
in its stride to administer to us in the same category, even though 
our individual power contracts were under the Fort Peck Act. 

If we do have any preference under that act, we hope that the 
Bureau will now recognize it; and I want to take this opportunity to 
extend our appreciation to Under Secretary Aandahl and his staff 
for the time that they have spent with us here in Washington the 

ast 2 days in considering this proposition and for concurring that 
it should be in the contract. 

I think this Fort Peck Act has greater significance in that it did 
imply that the Bureau should take a utility responsibility to furnish 
energy to the preference customers in that area, that is total load, and 
thereby they did bring upon themselves that utility responsibility; 
and again I wish to state that in our negotiations they have taken on 
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a portion of that. They have agreed to make arrangements to wheel 
any of the power that Nebraska has for us under their wheeling 
licenses or other arrangements. : 

But I think all of our experience in trying to negotiate a contract 
shows the lack of long-range policy. Certainly the Bureau of Recla- 
mation should have been in a position to foresee the power shortage 
before anybody else, and especially so in our area, because it was in 
their hands to administer the power allocations out of the Fort Peck 


Dam as was intended in the Fort Peck Act. 
Mr. Chairman, we are doing some research on and preparing 
a report which will be available in a very few days to bear out the 


intent of the Congress and the committee’s report to the Congress 
when the hearings on the act were held; and I would like to have the 
privilege to hold the hearing open for a few days so that that sup- 
porting evidence can be placed in this testimony. 

The Cuatrman. It may be submitted for the record. The record 


will be open. 

Mr. Swenson. Thank you. 

(The following communication was subsequently transmitted to the 
committee :) 

WIseE & POTAMKIN, 
Washington, D.C., October 18, 1959. 
Upper Missourr G. & T. ELEcTRIC COOPERATIVE, 
Sidney, Mont. 

GENTLEMEN: You have requested us to ascertain whether the legislative his- 
tory of the Fort Peck Project Act (52 Stat. 403 et seq., 16 U.S.C.A. 833 et seq., 
approved May 18, 1938) shows a congressional intent as to how the power gen- 
erated at the project should be distributed. This is a matter of great im- 
portance to your cooperative as an organization created by a number of rural 
electric distribution cooperatives, all of which are borrowers from the Rural 
Electrification Administration, for the purpose of solving their power supply 
problems. 

We state categorically that the legislative history makes it crystal clear that 
Congress intended that the power produced at the Fort Peck project was to 
be used primarily for the economic benefit of the area in which Fort Peck 
is located, and that any distribution of Fort Peck power to others, before taking 
care Of all the needs of the preference customers in the Fort Peck area, flagrant- 
ly violates the Fort Peck Project Act. 

It should be noted that, even aside from the legislative history, there is clear 
evidence in the Fort Peck Project Act itself as to the great concern Congress 
had that this project should be operated so as to produce the maximum bene- 
fits to the public. There are many provisions in the act which generally are 
not contained in power marketing acts. Therefore, before discussing the legis- 
lative history certain provisions of the act should be noted. 

The first paragraph of the act contains this provision: 

“The Secretary of War shall provide, construct, Operate, maintain, and im- 
prove at Fort Peck project such machinery, equipment, and facilities for the 
generation of electric energy as the Bureau may deem necessary to develop such 
electric energy as rapidly as markets may be found therefor. The electric en- 
ergy thus generated and not required for the operation of the dam at such 
project and the navigation facilities employed in connection therewith shall be 
delivered to the Bureau for disposition as provided in this chapter.” 

Thus, it is clear that the sale of power generated at Fort Peck must be 
sold under the conditions specified in that act. The Department of Interior has 
proposed changing the contracts covering the sale of Fort Peck power to delete 
references to the Fort Peck Act and substitute references to the Flood Control 
Act of 1944. This would be prohibited by the section quoted. 

Section 3(b) of the act reads: 

“In order to encourage the widest possible use of all electric energy that 
can be generated and marketed and to provide reasonable outlets therefor, and 
to prevent the monopolization thereof by limited groups, the Bureau is author- 
ized and directed to provide, construct, operate, maintain, and improve such 
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electric transmission lines and substations, and facilities and structures appurte- 
nant thereto, as it finds necessary, desirable, or appropriate for the purpose of 
transmitting electric energy, available for sale, from the Fort Peck project 
to existing and potential markets, and, for the purpose of interchange of electric 
energy, to interconnect the Fort Peck project with either private or with other 
Federal projects and publicly owned power systems now or hereafter con- 
structed.” 

Here is an express authorization to interconnect the Fort Peck system with 
other electric systems and to interchange power with such systems. Not many 
of the other power marketing acts contain such an express authorization. 

Subsections 3 (d) and (f) read: 

“(d) The Secretary of the Interior shall have power to acquire any prop- 
erty or property rights, including patent rights, which in his opinion are neces- 
sary to carry out the purposes of this chapter, by purchase, lease, donation, 
or by the exercise of the right of eminent domain and to institute condemna- 
tion proceedings therefor in the same manner as is provided by law for the 
condemnation of real estate. 

“(f) Subject to the provisions of this chapter, the Bureau is authorized, in 
the name of the United States, to negotiate and enter into such contracts, agree- 
ments, and arrangements as it shall find necessary or appropriate to carry out 
the purposes of this chapter.” 

When these subsections are read in connection with the remainder of the 
act, we find that they constitute an express authorization for the Bureau to 
enter into contracts to purchase power from others in order to carry out the 
purposes of the act. 

A clearcut pronouncement giving preference to public bodies and cooperatives 
is found in section 4 of the act, which reads: 

“In order to insure that the facilities for the generation of electric energy 
at the Fort Peck project shall be operated for the benefit of the general pub- 
lic, and particularly of domestic and rural consumers, the Bureau shall at all 
times, in disposing of electric energy generated at said project, give preference 
and priority to public bodies and cooperatives.” 

Section 5 contains this statement: 

“Subject to confirmation and approval by the Federal Power Commission, 
such rate schedules may be modified from time to time by the Bureau and shall 
be fixed and established with a view to encouraging the widest possible diversi- 
fied use of electric energy.” 

Section 6 reads: 

“It is the intent of Congress that rate schedules for the sale of electric 
energy which is or may be generated at the Fort Peck project in excess of the 
amount required for operating the dam and appurtenant works at said proj- 
ect shall be determined with due regard to and predicated upon the fact that 
such electric energy is developed from waterpower created as an incident to 
the construction of the dam in the Missouri River at the Fort Peck project for 
the purposes set forth in section 1 of this act. Rate schedules shall be drawn 
having regard to the recovery (upon the basis of the application of such rate 
schedules to the capacity of the electric facilities of Fort Peck project) of the 
cost of producing and transmitting such electric energy, including the amortiza- 
tion of the capital investment over a reasonable period of years. Rate schedules 
shall be based upon an alloéation of costs made by the Federal Power Com- 
mission. In computing the cost of electric energy developed from waterpower 
created as an incident to and a byproduct of the construction of Fort Peck 
project, the Federal Power Commission may allocate to the costs of electric 
facilities such a share of the cost of facilities having joint value for the produc- 
tion of electric energy and other purposes as the power development may fairly 
bear as compared with such other purposes.” 

Here is an express congressional instruction as to how costs are to be allocated 
in fixing rates for Fort Peck power. Emphasis is placed upon the fact that the 
cost of power is to be considered an incident to and a byproduct of the construc- 
tion of the project. Congress also emphasized that it wanted the rates to be 
So fixed as to encourage the widest possible diversified use of electric energy. 

Section 10 of the act reads: 

“All receipts from transmission and sale of electric energy generated at the 
Fort Peck project shall be covered into the Treasury of the United States to the 
credit of miscellaneous receipts, save and except that the Treasury shall set 
up and maintain from such receipts a continuing fund of $500,000, to the credit 
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of the Bureau and subject to expenditure by it, to defray the operating expenses 
of generation and transmission of power delivered to the Bureau for disposal 
under this chapter, to defray emergency expenses and to insure continuous 
operation. There is hereby authorized to be appropriated from time to time, out 
of moneys in the Treasury not otherwise appropriated, such sums as may be 
necessary to carry out the provisions of this chapter, including installation of 
equipment and machinery for the generation of electric energy, and facilities 
for its transmission and sale.” 

The use of the continuing fund could be of great benefit in the operation of the 
project. It simplifies the purchase of power to firm up the operation of the 
project and its use would enable the Bureau to meet all of the requirements of 
its preference customers without difficulty. 

The provisions of the act itself, which are quoted above, are particularly 
pertinent to the solution of the power supply problems facing Upper Missouri 
G. & T. Cooperative. Together with the legislative history they show that 
Congress intended that the Bureau should take care of all the power require- 
ments of the member of Upper Missouri when it is feasible for the Bureau to 
do so. With the availability of the surplus power from Nebraska which has 
been offered to the Bureau, and with the availability of the surplus power from 
the west buss, there can be no question that in the present circumstances, it is 
not only feasible for the Bureau to supply all of the requirements of the mem- 
bers of Upper Missouri but, in addition, doing so would be highly advantageous 
to the Federal Government from a dollars and cents standpoint. 

The act and the history places great emphasis on the rights of preference 
customers. No power can be sold to nonpreference customers before completely 
satisfying the requirements of the preference customers. Any device (such as 
the sale of peaking power, or selling, as nonfirm power, power which actually 
could be sold as firm power) resulting in the sale of such power to nonprefer- 
ence customers at any time when all of the needs of the preference customers 
in the area are not being met, flagrantly violates this legislation. 

The legislative history leaves no doubt that Congress intended that the power 
produced at the Fort Peck projects was to be used for the economic benefit of 
the area in which the project is located, and that Congress placed generating 
facilities in the project for the sole purpose of aiding the economy of that area. 

The bill which led to the Fort Peck Act was first introduced in the Senate. 
It was Senate bill 2650, Public Law 529, 75th Congress. The Senate committee 
report on the bill—Report No. 1074, 75th Congress, 1st session—over and over 
again emphasizes the reasons for placing power facilities in the project. 

The following excerpts from that report tell the story of the congressional 
intent: 

“The bill S. 2650 represents congressional response to an actual and urgent 
need for an increased supply of power to the Montana consumer. The bill 
S. 2650 provides for the construction of a suitable powerplant for the produc- 
tion of hydroelectric power which would be maintained and operated under the 
direction of the Secretary of War. Electric energy generated by this hydro- 
electric plant and not required for the operation of the dam, would be delivered 
for disposition to an Administrator appointed by the Secretary of the Interior. 
The Federal Power Commission would have authority to approve and revise 
rates for the sale of surplus power which would be sold under contracts made 
with States and their political subdivisions, or to individuals or private corpora- 
tions, with preference provided for contracts with States, public bodies, and 
cooperatives.” 

mm * *” * *” x x 


“Rate schedules ‘shall be fixed and established with a view to encouraging 
the widest possible diversified use of electric energy’.” 
* * * * * * * 


“The demand for electric current in Montana far exceeds the supply. Addi- 
power-generating facilities are vitally necessary to meet present demand. The 
Montana Power Co. furnishes over 90 percent of the electrical energy consumed 
in the State of Montana and at this moment they are able to meet only 738 
percent of the demand. 

“The inability of operating powerplants to meet the demand for power has 
resulted in not only great inconvenience to the public but has definitely and 
directly increased unemployment in Montana. The economic loss has been 
great. Men are without employment not because there is no demand for their 
services but because industry in Montana is unable to secure an adequate supply 
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of that which today is recognized as a necessity of life—electrical power. Such 
a condition demands immediate remedy. 

“Insufficient supply of power is not new in Montana. The people of that State 
have felt it and its accompanying economic loss for over 7 months. On January 
16, 1937, the Cascades County Trades and Labor Assembly at Great Falls, Mont., 
memorialized the Legislature of the State of Montana, in part as follows: 

“*Whereas a public utility accepts a responsibility to supply adequately the 
needs of its users, and due to the lack of foresight the Montana Power Co. has 
signally failed to provide sufficient power facilities to permit continued opera- 
tion of the zinc plant of the Anaconda Copper Mining Co. at Great Falls, thus 
depriving hundreds of men of their means of livelihood and possibly entailing 
curtailment of Butte and Anaconda operations as well, depriving the Anaconda 
Copper Mining Co. and American industry of metal products now so much in 
demand, and * * *’ 

“This memorial continued with the request that proper steps be taken to 
develop power facilities at Fort Peck. 

“By a house memorial to the Congress of these United States the Montana 
Legislature petitioned the Senate and the House of Representatives, to aid the 
development of the power possibilities of the Fort Peck project. Attention of 
Congress was directed to the fact that some 700 able-bodied and willing Montana 
workers were in January of 1937 deprived of employment by reason of an inade- 
quate power supply. This condition has continued unabated to the present time. 

“The present acute shortage of power in Montana is due in some measure at 
least to drought conditions. Low water has prevented capacity generation of 
power. An adequate water supply and completion of installation of an addi- 
tional unit would permit the Montana Power Co. to meet the present demand for 
power, but must the sufficiency of electrical current be dependent upon weather 
conditions? Are not the consumers of Montana entitled to sufficient electrical 
power as will adequately and fairly meet their needs? Enactment of this bill 
would insure an adequate supply of electrical power to the people of Montana. 

“Under the most favorable conditions, present facilities of the Montana Power 
Co. which serves about 93 percent of the load in Montana, are reputedly capable 
of carrying some 294,000 kilowatts. However, their record peakload is 240,000. 
At the present time this company’s plants and equipment are furnishing around 
200,000 kilowatts, 40,000 of which are being transmitted from the State of Wash- 
ington. Less than 73 percent of the current demand for electrical energy in 
Montana is being supplied. An additional 72,000 kilowatts would furnish con- 
siderable employment; 72,000 kilowatts, much desired and badly needed, is not 
being furnished the Montana consumer. This situation must be corrected, and 
in this modern day it becomes the duty of our Government to remedy this out- 
standing failure of private industry. 

“While some 37,000 kilowatts are being consumed at Fort Peck and the power 
requirements there will become progressively less during the next year, it is 
significant that if no power were being consumed at this point a shortage of over 
35,000 kilowatts would continue to exist. The supply of 35,000 kilowatts would 
fail to meet the demand. The current demand for power reaches some 275,000 
kilowatts and the present facilities are carrying a load of approximately 163,000 
kilowatts generated in Montana. Completion of another hydroelectric unit by 
the Montana Power Co. in 1938 will increase the available supply of power by 
nearly 60,000 kilowatts, but with the natural increase for electrical energy, the 
ability of the Montana Power Co., notwithstanding completion of the new unit, 
to adequately and well serve its users may be doubted and challenged. 

“The above facts and figures indicate that while drought conditions have 
contributed toward the present shortage of power, even under normal conditions 
there is no appreciable surplus of electrical energy. 

“Power with which to operate irrigation systems, power with which to indus- 
trially develop eastern Montana, power with which to supply the home is pres- 
ently lacking in that State. 

“Engineers have contended that eastern Montana does not now offer a market 
for any great amount of power. Aside from the pertinent observation that a 
supply of cheap power always has a market, it is well to consider the economic 
possibilities that would result from furnishing eastern Montana cheap power. 

“With power furnished at a reasonable cost to the consumer it would be possible 
to irrigate and reclaim some 73,000 acres in the Yellowstone River Valley, some 
75,000 acres in the Milk River Valley would be most productive while the irri- 
gation of 270,000 more acres of land along the Missouri River would mean that 
this fertile soil would be capable of economically producing crops of which there 
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is no surplus. Agriculture, the primary industry of eastern Montana would 
flourish. That section of a great State would become economically independent 
and self-sufficient. ‘The need in this section, if it were irrigated, for relief and 
for seed and livestock loans would rapidly disappear. 

“The tremendous economic and social advantages to be derived from an 
adequate supply of cheap power in Montana are more apparent to those who 
livein thatarea. But they are real and they do exist. 

“The present need for additional electrical energy warrants construction of a 
power-generating unit at Fort Peck. When to current conditions is added the 
benefits that would accrue in the future, the enactment of this legislation becomes 
increasingly imperative.” 

In addition to the language quoted, the report sets forth numerous newspaper 
articles describing the power shortage in the area surrounding Fort Peck and 
various resolutions adopted by labor and farm groups in that area urging the 
development of Fort Peck to take care of that power shortage and to aid the 
depressed economy of the area. 

The bill passed the Senate without any debate. 

While the House report (H. Rept. 1504, 75th Cong., Ist sess.) is extremely 
brief, it does contain the following statement which evidences the same con- 
gressional intent as that disclosed in the Senate report quoted from above: 

“The demand for electric current in Montana far exceeds the supply. Addi- 
tional power generating facilities are vitally necessary to meet the present 
demand.” 

The House report also contains this statement : 

“The bill S. 2650 is identical with the bill H.R. 7642 (as agreed to by the 
committee on conference this day), which provides for the operating of the 
dam and powerplant and the sale of power of the Bonneville project, Oregon 
and Washington.” 

In view of the similarity of the two bills, the committee did not deem it 
necessary to discuss the Fort Peck project bill in any detail, since a full report 
was prepared with respect to the Bonneville bill. Inasmuch as the committee 
indicated that it considered the bill identical it obviously expected the Bonne- 
ville project and the Fort Peck project to be operated under the same rules. 
Unfortunately, the Department of Interior has not carried out this expression 
of congressional intent. The Bonneville project and its allied projects have in 
fact been operated for the benefit of the domestic and rural consumers of the 
area. Extremely low rates have been placed in effect which do insure the 
widest possible diversified use of electric energy by the Bonneville Administra- 
tion. Extensive transmission systems have been built to carry the energy to 
preference customers. Great care is taken to insure that all the requirements of 
preference customers can be met. 

An entirely different philosophy has been applied with respect to the distribu- 
tion of the power generated at Fort Peck. Even a number of those preference 
customers who belong to Upper Missouri G. & T. Cooperative, situated near 
the Fort Peck project, have to have the power from the project wheeled to them 
over the transmission lines of a private power company. This indicates the 
meager transmission facilities which have been provided by the Bureau. Even 
more flagrantly in violation of the Fort Peck Act has been the recent action 
taken by the Bureau in notifying members of the Upper Missouri G. & T. that 
they can no longer receive all of their requirements from the Bureau. As indi- 
cated in testimony before the Senate Committee on Interior and Insular Affairs, 
on August 20, 1959, from which all of the operational facts cited in this letter 
have been obtained, this failure to comply with the requirements of the act 
will work severe hardships on those preference customers and could well jeopar- 
dize their ability to repay their loans to the Rural Electrification Administration. 

The preference customers in the area of Fort Peck are being denied their re- 
quirements even though power generated at Fort Peck is being transmitted to 
other purchasers far distant from the project. Actually, there is a considerable 
surplus of power in the Fort Peck area at this time. The Congress which passed 
the act for the sole purpose of providing for the power deficit which existed 
at the time could be no less than dumbfounded were they to learn that pref- 
erence customers in the area are still suffering from a power shortage, despite 
the fact that the project is generating considerably more power than is required 
to supply the needs of the area. 

Although there was no debate in the Senate, there was debate on the Fort 
Peck project bill at the time it was considered in the House. This debate fol- 
lowed the pattern of the discussion contained in the Senate report. The sponsor 
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of the bill was Congressman O’Connell, of Montana. Both his statements and 
the comments of members of the Public Works Committee which reported out the 
bill demonstrate, as did the Senate report, that the sole purpose of Congress in 
passing this bill was to provide for the power shortage which existed in the area 
in which the project was located. The following excerpts from the debate are 
illustrative. 

“Mr. O’CoNNELL, of Montana. * * * The bill should have no opposition from 
the private power interests in Montana, in view of the fact we have a tremendous 
shortage of power out there. The bill provides just a tiny amount of power to be 
used in the very terribly drought-stricken section of Montana, where we have 
about 150,000 inhabitants who could be rehabilitated on the land, if this power 
could be used for pumping purposes” (83 Congressional Record, p. 3780). 


” * * * * * s 


“For 5 years now there has been constant agitation all through Montana, 
particularly in the eastern section of the State where a terrible drought situa- 
tion exists, for an authorization to generate power for pumping purposes for 
irrigation, and for sale to farm cooperatives, rural electric associations, public 
bodies, and others, with absolute preference to cooperatives, rural associations 
and public bodies” (83 Congressional Record, p. 6080). 

a * * * * b * 


“The testimony before the committee developed the fact that over 200,000 
acres of land have been taken out of production in the vicinity of the dam asa 
result of the operation of the Government’s submarginal land policy and the 
purchasing program in connection therewith; that in every section of eastern 
Montana these are thousands of farm families that have been stranded as a 
result of that program ; that if cheap power is made available, to pump water on 
the land, the farmers will be permitted to establish certain resettlement proj- 
ects along the river that will be of great benefit to them; that there will not be 
a lot of additional land coming into cultivation with a resulting condition of 
competitive crops; that the development of this project will have the effect of 
taking these people off of Government relief; and that the power produced 
would be used chiefly in irrigating these lands. 

“Not only are the people of eastern Montana and the Fort Peck section de- 
manding the passage of this bill, but all the labor unions in the industrial sec- 
tions are fighting for its enactment. For the past several years now because 
of the low water supply, the Montana Power Co. has been unable to supply 
present power demand. As a matter of fact it has been able to meet only 73 
percent of the demand. This inability is not only a tremendous inconvenience 
to the consumers, but it has greatly increased unemployment in Montana. Be- 
cause of this power shortage it became necessary to shut down the copper 
refinery department, the rolling mill, and the wire mill of the Anaconda Co. 
at its Great Falls smelter. In the city of Butte, the Orphan Girl mine had 
to be closed, the slag plant at East Helena, and the sand tailings operations at 
Anaconda were suspended, thereby increasing the relief rolls and unemployment 
in my State. This is a situation which this legislation will remedy and it is the 
duty of our Government to help our people where private industry fails. 

“T sincerely hope and trust that the House will see the justice of our demand, 
will recognize the tremendous need for this project, and give hope and encour- 
agement to the great people of my State, who are battling so bravely against 
erosion, drought and depression, and pass this bill under suspension of the 
rules” (83d Congressional Record, p. 6081). 

“Mr. DonDERO. When we speak of the generation of power the first impression 
the ordinary Member of the House gets is that the power is generated for the 
purpose of lighting or for other domestic uses. This is an exception in that the 
power will be generated mostly for the purpose of furnishing power for irriga- 
tion, to rehabilitate the lands in the immediate vicinity of this dam in order that 
the people who are living in that region may get back on their feet and be taken 
off of relief and reestablish their farms which have been practically depopulated 
on account of the drought” (83d Congressional Record, p. 6081). 

“Mr. CuLkin. This does no violence to the utilities, because, as the distin- 
guished gentleman from Montana has just said, there is a shortage of power in 
this locality, especially during seasons of low water, and the amount of horse- 
power developed there, I believe, will be approximately 15,000 to 20,000. This 
legislation will enable these farmers to reclaim this land anew and make a liv- 
ing for themselves on the land instead of being supported by the Government 
* * *” (83d Congressional Record 6082). 
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The bill was passed by the House under the suspension of the rules. The Sen- 
ate agreed to the House amendments without debate. 

That Congress recognized the urgency of providing electricity at the Fort 
Peck project to relieve the plight of the people in the area was clearly evidenced 
poth by the House passing the bill under the suspension of the rules and the 
speed with which the Senate agreed to the House amendments without debate. 

The preference customers in the Fort Peck area are now faced with the same 
problems that confronted the power users in the area back in the 1930’s when 
the Fort Peck project bill was passed. That is, they cannot obtain enough power 
to operate their systems. Despite this fact, at the present time the Bureau of 
Reclamation is transmitting a great amount of electricity from Fort Peck to 
distant areas. In addition, the electric system at Fort Peck is so divided that 
there is an east bus and a west bus. At the present time there is a rather sub- 
stantial amount of power going out of the west bus that is not needed by pref- 
erence customers served from that bus, while, at the same time, the preference 
customers served by the east bus are being denied power which they sorely 
need. At a not very large expense, an adjustment could be made so that the 
excess power on the west bus could be made available to the preference custo- 
mers served from the east bus. The Bureau admits that this perhaps could be 
done, but insists that if such a change is made the additional power which is 
made available to the customers served from the east bus must be distributed 
to all of the customers in the eastern division of the Missouri Basin on a pro 
rata basis. This would mean that the preference customers in the Fort Peck 
area who are served from the east bus would receive only a small additional 
amount of power thereby and would still have to obtain a considerable portion 
of their requirements elsewhere at a greatly increased cost. 

It is our opinion that if this power from the west bus were to be made avail- 
able to customers served from the east bus, the Fort Peck Project Act requires 
that it be made available first to those customers who are in the Fort Peck area 
to the extent necessary to satisfy their requirements. A practical solution would 
be to make it available to the Upper Missouri G. & T. Cooperative so as to enable 
the preference customers in the Fort Peck area to obtain virtually all of their 
power requirements from the Bureau. We believe that if the Bureau made a 
careful study of the Fort Peck Project Act and its legislative history, the 
Bureau would agree with this opinion. Steps should be taken immediately to 
transfer the surplus power from the west bus to the east bus. 

It is our further opinion that the Fort Peck Project Act also requires the 
Bureau to act immediately to take advantage of an additional source of power 
which recently has become available to it, and the use of which would enable the 
Bureau to supply all of the requirements of the preference customers in the Fort 
Peck area. Fortunately, this solution would not make it necessary to deprive 
any of the other preference customers in the eastern division of the Missouri 
Basin of any power allocated to them. To the contrary it would enable the 
Bureau to take care of the power needs of the preference customers in that 
larger area. In addition, this solution would result in greatly increased profits 
to the Federal Government. 

This additional source of power, as is generally well known, is available from 
the State of Nebraska in the wintertime. An engineering study prepared for 
Midwest Electric Consumers Association and presented to the Senate Committee 
on Interior and Insular Affairs clearly éstablishes these facts. 

The Department of Interior’s refusal to use this available power to firm up the 
Missouri River projects is particularly puzzling to us in view of the Department’s 
press release of September 30, 1959, relating to the Central Valley project in 
California. In it announcement is made that arrangements had been completed 
with Pacific Gas & Electric Co. to firm up the Government’s hydroplants. The 
claim is made that as a result of the power company contract the firm power 
available to preference customers will be 450,000 kilowatts, whereas only 190,000 
kilowatts are available from the system, if not firmed up. The question natu- 
rally arises as to why this is done in California and not in the Missouri Basin. 
There the firming power is purchased from a private power company to whom it 
is alleged great benefits accrue under the contract. In the Missouri Basin, the 
firming power would be made available to the Bureau by preference customers. 
Surely this cannot be the reason for the different treatment. The Department’s 
Press release reveals that pressure had been brought to bear upon it by the 
General Accounting Office, Senator Engle, of California, and the House Com- 
mittee on Government Operations. Previously, the House Committee on Inte- 
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rior and Insular Affairs, when Senator Engle was its chairman, also had looked 
into the handling of the Central Valley arrangement and was very critical of the 
Bureau’s failure to firm up and take care of the preference customers’ require- 
ments. We cannot help but believe that if the provisions of the Fort Peck Proj- 
ect Act and its legislative history are pointed out to the Secretary of Interior, 
he will comply with them and firm up the Missouri Basin project, at least to the 
same extent as he did in the Central Valley where there are no such express 
congressional mandates contained in the act providing for that project. 

In summary, the. Fort Peck Project Act, both by its specific provisions and its 
legislative history, makes it mandatory upon the Bureau to make the Fort Peck 
project power available to the preference customers in the area of the project 
and to take all necessary steps which are feasible to provide them with an 
adequate supply of power. 

Sincerely, 


WIsE & POTAMKIN, 
By WILLIAM C. WISE. 

Mr. Swenson. Now, it has been brought out here in previous testi- 
mony that when the power shortage falls on top of you such as it did 
here, with just 1 year’s notice, that is not a long enough time to plan 
in the power business. As I state, out of these experiences we should 
be able to make some recommendations for future planning, and one 
of them is certainly that the planning must be not planless planning 
but long-range, sound planning to get the full development and the 
best use and the most power out of the Missouri Basin. 

First of all, let us look at similar situations in the Pacific North- 
west, for instance, where the Bonneville Act and the Fort Peck Act, 
being very similar, were handled under different administrations. 
The Bonneville area has prospered economically with an abundant 
supply of low-cost power. There are certain reasons, I feel, why this 
came about. First of all, it became the policy of the agency that the 
Federal Government should own the basic transmission grid in the 
area and make the capacity such that both private and public power 
could wheel over those lines and that the capacities be increased by 
the Federal Government to achieve this expansion. 

That has prevented there ever being a chance for a monopoly in 
power, and certainly we want competition in this business, but we do 
not like to create bottlenecks in transmission which can serve to act 
the same as a closed monopoly. 

Federal Government ownership of the transmission grid and use 
of it by all power suppliers certainly does not give tee as to 
how the power shall be generated. It just becomes the natural, com- 


petitive, good way, American way, of doing things. But again, to 
start out where the Bureau did, assume a 100-percent responsibility 
then to where it assumes an 83-percent ee the remaining 


17 percent, let’s say, hardly makes it possible for any one group to go 
and build additional transmission, but it requires an integration and 
artnership with the Bureau and that becomes cumbersome. So we 
eel it best that the Federal Government take on that responsibility, 
the same as they are doing in the Bonneville district. 
That takes care of one of the big problems that we have met with 
in our negotiations. 
We have also felt that there is greater power potential in the Basin 
than has been and is being utilized. Although I am not particularly 
familiar with this phase of the program, I have attended meetings of 
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the various agencies in the Basin which seem to bear out this testi- 
mony, at least, that the navigation interests and the power interests 
and the irrigation interests could receive or could much more 
closely correlated to achieve the full development of the water re- 
sources of the Basin and certainly recommend that we continue to 
investigate the necessity of the deep channels for navigation versus 
the loss of power. 

I just wish to state that at the expense of this Northwest area the 
navigation interests have been oftentimes helped out, at the expense 
of our water going to them without generating electricity at the right 
time as well as decreasing the freight rates in that area at our ex- 
pense because the railroads where they have to compete with lower 
rates in other places have to make up their rates in other areas, and 
we have been subject to that treatment, also. 

As I have pointed out here, we feel that we have a very short 
time to plan, even in a 4-year period, and we must set our sights 
longer, because in the Pacific Northwest where arrangements are made 
for transportation of power, I just read in the Bonneville Power 
Administration Report for 1957-58 : 

Last year, 1958, they signed long-term 50-year contracts to wheel 1,229,000 
kilowatts of power. 

Now, that is long-range planning, and let us also remember that the 
Congress of the United States appropriated the money to build the 
lines over which to wheel this so that certainly long-range planning 
has proved to be possible. 

But to give us time and to give the Bureau time to make its ar- 
rangements, we feel that serious consideration should be given to the 
purchase of Nebraska power as has been suggested in the McPhail 
report so that all of the preference customers’ requirements could be 
met by the Bureau so the Bureau would be the single link agency in 
handling this power, so that the Bureau could assume its utility 
responsibility which we feel they have and then give adequate time 
to do the long-range planning necessary to construct the proper 
facilities. 

We hope that our experiences with the Bureau have been some of the 
first ones that will bring proper recommendations so that others 
would not have to follow the same pattern, and I think that this is one 
of the places where Government can take over a job which we know 
has been proved they can do well by their actions in the Pacific North- 
west and save us from getting on the wrong track and to prevent any 
monopoly or waste of power in the Missouri Basin. 

We appreciate this opportunity to appear before you, Mr. Chair- 
man, ont hope what testimony we have given here will be helpful to 
both the Bureau and to the Congress. Thank you. 

Mr. Stone. Mr. Chairman, may I ask a few questions? 

The Cxarrman. Yes. 

Mr. Strona. Mr. Swenson, I would like to be sure the record is 
clear on this situation with regard to your contract. Do I under- 
stand correctly that the negotiations by the Upper Missouri Basin 
G. & T. with the Bureau of Reclamation on behalf of the member 
a started approximately 18 months ago? 

r. Swenson. That is right. 





36 UPPER MISSOURI BASIN POWER SUPPLY PROBLEMS 


Mr. Strona. At the outset of these negotiations were you negotiating 
for additional Bureau power, for the Bureau itself to supply you 
with additional power? : 

Mr. Swenson. We were negotiated for that at first, and finally it 
resulted in their agreement to furnish us some seasonal firm, summer 
firm power. ; 

Mr. Stone. When did you begin to negotiate for power to meet 
the prospective shortage this fall and winter ? 

Mr. Swenson. Really last March. I mean before that we had made 
preliminary negotiations with the Nebraska Public Power System and 
that is over a year ago. But not until last March did we start real 
negotiations with the Bureau. That would have been about the third 
discussion we had with the Bureau on the proposition. 

Mr. Srone. That was about the time the individual co-ops got notice 
that they could not permit them to go over their contract amounts of 
power in future years ? ; 

Mr. Swenson. That is right. Those letters were coming around just 
after the first of the year in 1959. 

Mr. Stone. Is it your understanding that a year ago the Bureau 
had a surplus of firm power after meeting the requirements of the 
preference customers ? 

Mr. Swenson. It has been reported to me through a reliable source 
that the Army Engineers reported approximately 50,000 kilowatts of 
firm power, firm peaking, as unused last year due to the mild winter, 
I understand. 

Mr. Stone. By this time you were considering purchasing of power 
from the Nebraska Public Power System ? 

Mr. Swenson. That is right. 

Mr. Stone. And negotiating with the Bureau to wheel that? 

Mr. Swenson. That is right. 

Mr. Stone. Or to supply you with power by displacement ? 

Mr. Swenson. That is right. 

Mr. Srona. As I understand, they propose to charge you 1 mill and7 
percent loss for wheeling for the Bureau and you would also have to 
pay 1 mill and 7 percent loss to Montana-Dakota for that portion 
which went over the company’s lines. 

Mr. Swenson. That is right. 

Mr. Stone. Is it my understanding that you were assured in the 
early part of these negotiations that that type of wheeling could be 
done at the cost I have mentioned ? 

Mr. Swenson. We were assured of that at the time, and assured 
that they would handle all of the negotiations, yes. 

Mr. Stone. Now, later did the Bureau change its position in rela- 
tion to that? 

Mr. Swenson. It changed its position twice. It changed it to the 
contrary, and after our session today it has been adjusted and written 
into the contract. 

Mr. Srone. So that they changed their position to the contrary re- 
cently and have now changed it back ? 

Mr. Swenson. Back to its original form. 

Mr. Stone. And agreed to write that into the contract. 

Mr. Swenson. That is right. 
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Mr. Srone. It is your understanding now that you are to receive 
a contract which recognizes your rights under the Fort Peck Act and 
a contract under ces arm Bureau agrees to arrange for wheeling of 
the Nebraska power, but you still will be required to go down to 
Nebraska and make your individual arrangements for power with 
Nebraska ? 

Mr. Swenson. That is right. And one more thing: Even though 
the power is never shipped from Nebraska to us, and is only displaced 
from our power surplus area by displacement, and it will not have to 
move in any direction other than its distribution centers in our area, 
we have to pay the losses and the wheeling. 

Mr. Srone. The Bureau refuses to recognize displacement and 
make any allowance for that ? 

Mr. Swenson. In all of our negotiations they will not recognize 
displacement. 

Mr. Srone. Mr. Trommershausen, I am not sure whether you are 
familiar with the southern Idaho contract. It is my understanding 
that a contract has been negotiated and is now awaiting signature be- 
tween the Bureau and Idaho Power Co. whereby the power company 
undertakes to firm up Bureau power in southern Idaho as if they had 
an interconnection with Bonneville, bringing that system to a level of 
operation equivalent to an interconnection. I understand that this 
contract provides that the Idaho Power Co. shall supply the Bureau of 
Reclamation necessary firming pore: at Boise, Idaho, at 234 mills, 
that this rate for power delivered at Boise, Idaho, by the Idaho Power 
Co. instead of being transmitted over a line from the Bonneville sys- 
tem in Oregon to Boise—this rate of 234 mills—is a recognition 
of displacement by the Idaho Power Co. to the advantage of the 
Bureau of Reclamation. 

Do you know if that is correct ? 

Mr. TromMersHAUSEN. Mr. Stong, I have a very slight knowledge 
of the contract that you mention. Our firm has been employed to 
make a review of that contract, but it was not assigned to me. I have 
had discussions with the engineer who has been working on the Idaho- 
Bureau contract, and he indicated to me that there appear to be some 
elements of recognition of power displacement in that contract. In 
addition, there is recognition of the value of the use of the reservoirs 
of the Bureau of Reclamation by the Idaho Power Co. in achieving 
integration. 

Mr. Stone. Apparently this is an instance in which the Bureau will 
take advantage of displacement while at the same time it declines to 
recognize displacement in its own ratemaking. 

Mr. TromMersHAvsEN. I do not have firsthand knowledge that that 
is the case. 

Mr. Stone. I understand. 

Mr. TrommersHavseENn. I do know that the Idaho Power Co. pur- 
chases power from Bonneville under the dump power schedule at 214 
mills a kilowatt-hour delivered at LaGrande Son 234, mills a kilowatt- 
hour may have some relationship to the power displacement that takes 
place because of that Bonneville purchase by the power company. 

ag CuarrmaN. I think that is all, Mr. Swenson. Thank you very 
much, 
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Mr. Swenson. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

The Cuatmmman. Are there any other witnesses to be heard? 

If not we will recess at the pleasure of the Chair, and the record 
will be open for a little while for the study Mr. Swenson mentioned. 
Thank you very much. 

(Whereupon the committee recessed at 3:05 p.m.) 





APPENDIX 


(Chairman Murray directed that the following exhibits be placed in 
the record :) 


PORT PECK PROJECT ACT OF MAY 18, 1938 


AN ACT To authorize the completion, maintenance, and operation of the Fort Peck project 
for navigation, and for other purposes 


(Act of May 18, 1938, ch. 250, 52 Stat. 403, 16 U.S.C. 833) 


Sec. 1. [Secretary of War to complete Fort Peck project—Bureau of Reclama- 
tion to transmit and sell electric energy not required in operation of dam or for 
navigation.] That for the purpose of improving navigation on the Missouri 
River, and for other purposes incidental thereto, the dam and appurtenant 
works now under construction at Fort Peck, Montana, and a suitable power 
plant for the production of hydroelectric power (which dam, power plant, and 
appurtenant works are hereinafter called Fort Peck project), shall be com- 
pleted, maintained, and operated under the direction of the Secretary of War 
and the supervision of the Chief of Engineers, subject to the provisions of this 
Act relating to the powers and duties of the Bureau of Reclamation (hereinafter 
called the Bureau), as provided for in section 2(a), respecting the transmission 
and sale of electric energy generated at said project. The Secretary of War 
shall provide, construct, operate, maintain, and improve at Fort Peck project 
such machinery, equipment, and facilities for the generation of electric energy 
as the Bureau may deem necessary to develop such electric energy as rapidly 
as markets may be found therefor. The electric energy thus generated and 
not required for the operation of the dam at such project and the navigation 
facilities employed in connection therewith shall be delivered to the Bureau for 
disposition as provided in this Act. 

Sec. 2. [(a) Secretary of War to provide and maintain adequate station space 
and equipment required by Bureau; (b) Bureau to provide, operate, and main- 
tain transmission lines; (c) Secretary of the Interior to acquire in name of 
United States necessary real and personal property; (d) Secretary of Interior 
to acquire necessary property including patent rights; and (e) Secretary of 
Interior to sell, lease, or dispose of personal property not required.] (a) The 
electric energy generated in the operation of the said Fort Peck project shall be 
disposed of by the Bureau as hereinafter provided. The Bureau shall exercise 
the powers and perform the duties provided for in this Act under the supervision 
and direction of the Secretary of the Interior in accordance with the Act of 
May 26, 1926 (44 Stat. 657). The Bureau shall, as hereinafter provided, make 
all arrangements for the sale and disposition of electric energy generated at 
the Fort Peck project not required for the operation of the dam at such project 
and the navigation facilities employed in connection therewith. The form of 
administration herein established for the Fort Peck project is intended to be 
provisional pending the establishment of a permanent administration for Fort 
Peck and other projects in the Missouri River Basin. The Secretary of War 
shall install and maintain additional machinery, equipment, and facilities for 
the generation of electric energy at the Fort Peck project when in the judgment 
of the Bureau such additional generating facilities are desirable to meet actual 
or potential market requirements for such electric energy. The Secretary of 
War shall schedule the operations of the several electrical generating units and 
appurtenant equipment of the Fort Peck project in accordance with the require- 
ments of the Bureau. The Secretary of War shall provide and maintain for 
the use of the Bureau at said Fort Peck project adequate station space and 
equipment, including such switches, switchboards, instruments, and dispatch- 
ing facilities as may be required by the Bureau for proper reception, handling, 
and dispatching of the electric energy produced at the said project, together 
with transformers and other equipment required by the Bureau for the trans- 
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mission of such energy from that place at suitable voltage to the markets which 
the Bureau desires to serve. 

(b) In order to encourage the widest possible use of all electric energy that 
can be generated and marketed and to provide reasonable outlets therefor, and 
to prevent the monopolization thereof by limited groups, the Bureau is author- 
ized and directed to provide, construct, operate, maintain, and improve such 
electric transmission lines and substations, and facilities and structures appur- 
tenant thereto, as it finds necessary, desirable, or appropriate for the purpose 
of transmitting electric energy, available for sale, from the Fort Peck project 
to existing and potential markets and, for the purpose of interchange of elec- 
tric energy, to interconnect the Fort Peck project with either private or with 
other Federal projects and publicly owned power systems now or hereafter 
constructed. 

(c) The Secretary of the Interior is authorized, in the name of the United 
States, to acquire, by purchase, lease, condemnation, or donation, such real and 
personal property, or any interest therein, including lands, easements, rights- 
of way, franchises, electric transmission lines, substations, and facilities and 
structures appurtenant thereto, as he finds necessary or appropriate to carry 
out the purposes of this Act. Title to all property and property rights acquired 
by said Secretary shall be taken in the name of the United States. 

(d) The Secretary of the Interior shall have power to acquire any property 
or property rights, including patent rights, which in his opinion are necessary 
to carry out the purposes of this Act, by purchase, lease, donation, or by the 
exercise of the right of eminent domain and to institute condemnation proceed- 
ings therefor in the same manner as is provided by law for the condemnation 
of real estate. 

(e) The Secretary of the Interior is authorized, in the name of the United 
States, to sell, lease, or otherwise dispose of such personal property as in his 
judgment is not required for the purposes of this Act and such real property 
and interests in land acquired in connection with construction or operation of 
electric transmission lines or substations as in his judgment are not required 
for the purposes of this Act. 

(f) Subject to the provisions of this Act, the Bureau is authorized in the 
name of the United States, to negotiate and enter into such contracts, agree 
ments, and arrangements as it shall find necessary or appropriate to carry out 
the purposes of this Act. 

Sec. 3. As employed in this Act, the term “public body,” or “public bodies,” 
means States, public power districts, counties, and municipalities, including 
agencies or subdivisions of any thereof. 

As employed in this Act, the term “cooperative,” or “cooperatives,” means 
any form of nonprofit-making organization or organizations of citizens supply- 
ing, or which may be created to supply, members with any kinds of goods, com- 
modities, or services, as nearly as possible at cost. 

Sec. 4. [Preference to public bodies and cooperatives.—] In order to insure 
that the facilities for the generation of electric energy at the Fort Peck project 
shall be operated for the benefit of the general public, and particularly of domestic 
and rural consumers, the Bureau shall at all times, in disposing of electric 
energy generated at said project, give preference and priority to public bodies 
and cooperatives. 

Sec. 5. [Bureau to prepare schedules of rates—Rates to become effective when 
approved by Federal Power Commission—Rates may be modified.—] Schedules 
of rates and charges for electric energy produced at the Fort Peck project and 
sold to purchasers as in this Act provided shall be prepared by the Bureau and 
become effective upon confirmation and approval thereof by the Federal Power 
Commision. Subject to confirmation and approval by the Federal Power Com- 
mission, such rate schedules may be modified from time to time by the Bureau 
and shall be fixed and established with a view to encouraging the widest possible 
diversified use of electric energy. The said rate schedules may provide for uni- 
form rate or rates uniform throughout prescribed transmission areas in order 
to extend the benefits of an integated transmission system and encourage the 
equitable distribution of the electric energy developed at the Fort Peck project. 

Sec. 6. [Rates to be drawn having regard to recovery of cost of production, 
transmission, and amortization—Rate schedules to be based upon allocation of 
costs by Federal Power Commission.—] It is the intent of Congress that rate 
schedules for the sale of electric energy which is or may be generated at the 
Fort Peck project in excess of the amount required for operating the dam and 
appurtenant works at said project shall be determined with due regard to and 
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predicated upon the fact that such electric energy is developed from water power 
created as an incident to the construction of the dam in the Missouri River at 
the Fort Peck project for the purposes set forth in section 1 of this Act. Rate 
schedules shall be drawn having regard to the recovery (upon the basis of the 
application of such rate schedules to the capacity of the electric facilities of 
Fort Peck project) of the cost of producing and transmitting such electric 
energy, including the amortization of the capital investment over a reasonable 
period of years. Rate schedules shall be based upon an allocation of costs made 
by the Federal Power Commission. In computing the cost of electric energy 
developed from water power created as an incident to and a byproduct of the 
construction of Fort Peck project, the Federal Power Commission may allocate 
to the costs of electric facilities such a share of the cost of facilities having 
joint value for the production of electric energy and other purposes as the power 
development may fairly bear as compared with such other purposes. 

Sec. 7. [Advertising required on purchases or contracts—(1), (2), and (3) 
exceptions.—] Notwithstanding any other provision of law, all purchases and 
contracts made by the Bureau or the Secretary of War for supplies or for serv- 
ices, except for personal services, shall be made after advertising, in such man- 
ner and at such times, sufficiently in advance of opening bids, as the Bureau or 
Secretary of War, as the case may be, shall determine to be adequate to insure 
notice and opportunity for competition. Such advertisement shall not be re- 
quired, however, when (1) an emergency requires immediate delivery of the 
supplies or performance of the services; or (2) repair parts, accessories, sup- 
plemental equipment, or services are required for supplies or services previously 
furnished or contracted for; or (3) the aggregate amount involved in any pur- 
chase of supplies or procurement of services does not exceed $500; in which case 
such purchase of supplies or procurement of services may be made in the open 
market in the manner common among businessmen. In comparing bids and in 
making awards, the Bureau or the Secretary of War, as the case may be, may 
consider such factors as relative quality and adaptability of supplies or services, 
the bidder’s financial responsibility, skill, experience, record of integrity in 
dealing, and ability to furnish repairs and maintenance services, the time of 
delivery or performance offered, and whether the bidder has complied with the 
specifications. 

Sec. 8. [(a) Bureau to keep accounts of all funds expended or received; (b) 
Bureau may expend for necessary facilities; (c) Secretary of Interior to file 
financial statement in December of each year with the Congress.] (a) The 
Bureau, subject to the requirements of the Federal Water Power Act, shall 
keep complete and accurate accounts of operations, including all funds ex- 
pended and received in connection with transmission and sale of electric energy 
generated at the Fort Peck project. 

(b) The Bureau may make such expenditures for officers, vehicles, furnishings, 
equipment, supplies, and books; for attendance at meetings; and for such other 
a and services aS it may find necessary for the proper administration of 
this Act. 

(c) In December of each year, the Secretary of the Interior shall file with the 
Congress a financial statement and a complete report as to the transmission 
and sale of electric energy generated at the Fort Peck project during the pre- 
ceding governmental fiscal year. 

Sec. 9. [Appointments of attorneys, engineers, and other experts—Services of 
regular employees may be utilized—Bureau may utilize and charge for facilities 
of the Bureau.—] The Secretary of the Interior, the Secretary of War, and the 
Federal Power Commission, respectively, shall appoint such attorneys, engineers, 
and other experts as may be necessary for carrying out the functions entrusted 
to them under this Act, without regard to the provisions of the civil-service laws, 
and shall fix the compensation of each of such attorneys, engineers, and other 
experts at not to exceed $7,500 per annum; and they may, subject to the civil- 
service laws, appoint such other officers and employees as may be necessary to 
carry out such functions and fix their salaries in accordance with the Classifica- 
tion Act of 1923, as amended. In the administration of this Act the services 
of regular employees in the Bureau may be utilized and an equitable part of the 
Salaries of such employees whose services are thus utilized may be charged by 
the Bureau to the operating costs of the power features of the Fort Peck project. 
The Bureau similarly may utilize and charge for facilities of the Bureau which 
economically can be used in connection with the administration of this Act. 

Sec. 10. [Receipts to be covered into Treasury—Treasury to set up a con- 
tinuing fund for credit of Bureau.—] All receipts from transmission and sale of 
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electric energy generated at the Fort Peck project shall be covered into the 
Treasury of the United States to the credit of miscellaneous receipts, save and 
except that the Treasury shall set up and maintain from such receipts a con- 
tinuing fund of $500,000, to the credit of the Bureau and subject to expenditure 
by it, to defray the operating expense of generation and transmission of power 
delivered to the Bureau for disposal under this Act, to defray emergency expenses 
and to insure continuous operation. There is hereby authorized to be appro- 
priated from time to time, out of moneys in the Treasury not otherwise appro- 
priated, such sums as may be necessary to carry out the provisions of this Act, 
including installation of equipment and machinery for the generation of electric 
energy, and facilities for its transmission and sale. 

Sec. 11. [Secretary of Interior may bring suits at law or in equity.—] The 
Secretary of the Interior may, in the name of the United States, under the 
supervision of the Attorney General, bring such suits at law or in equity as in 
his judgment may be necessary to carry out the purposes of this Act; and he 
shall be represented in the prosecution and defense of all litigation affecting 
the status or operation of the Fort Peck project by the United States attorneys 
for the districts, respectively, in which such litigation may arise, or by such 
attorney or attorneys as the Attorney General may designate as authorized by 
law, in conjunction with the regularly employed attorneys of the Bureau. 

Sec. 12. If any provision of this Act or the application of such provision to any 
person or circumstances shall be held invalid, the remainder of the Act and the 
application of such provisions to persons or circumstances other than those as 
to which it is held invalid shall not be affected thereby. 


COMMITTEE REPORTS ON THE FORT PECK PROJECT ACT 
[S. Rept. No. 1074, 75th Cong., 1st sess. ] 
COMPLETION, MAINTENANCE, AND OPERATION OF Fort PECK ProJeEctT, MONTANA 


The bill S. 2650 represents congressional response to an actual and urgent 
need for an increased supply of power to the Montana consumer. The bill S$. 
2650 provides for the construction of a suitable powerplant for the production 
of hydroelectric power which would be maintained and operated under the 
direction of the Secretary of War. Electric energy generated by this hydro- 
electric plant and not required for the operation of the dam, would be delivered 
for disposition to an Administrator appointed by the Secretary of the Interior 
The Federal Power Commission would have authority to approve and revise 
rates for the sale of surplus power which would be sold under contracts made 
with States and their political subdivisions, or to individuals or private corpo- 
rations, with preference provided for contracts with States, public bodies, and 
cooperatives. 

Rate schedules “shall be fixed and established with a view to encouraging the 
widest possible diversified use of electric energy.” 

The present acute shortage of power in Montana is due in some measure at 
least to drought conditions. Low water has prevented capacity generation of 
power. An adequate water supply and completion of installation of an additional 
unit would permit the Montana Power Co. to meet the present demand for power, 
but must the sufficiency of electrical current be dependent upon weather condi- 
tions? Are not the consumers of Montana entitled to sufficient electrical power 
as will adequately and fairly meet their needs? Enactment of this bill would 
insure an adequate supply of electrical power to the people of Montana. 

The above facts and figures indicate that while drought conditions have con- 
tributed toward the present shortage of power, even under normal conditions 
there is no appreciable surplus of electrical energy. 

Power with which to operate irrigation systems, power with which to in- 
dustrially develop eastern Montana, power with which to supply the home is 
presently lacking in that State. 

Engineers have contended that eastern Montana does not now offer a market 
for any great amount of power. Aside from the pertinent observation that a 
supply of cheap power always has a market, it is well to consider the economic 
possibilities that would result from furnishing eastern Montana cheap power. 

With power furnished at a reasonable cost to the consumer it would be possible 
to irrigate and reclaim some 73,000 acres in the Yellowstone River Valley, some 
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75,000 acres in the Milk River Valley would be most productive while the irriga- 
tion of 270,000 more acres of land along the Missouri River would mean that 
this fertile soil would be capable of economically producing crops of which 
there is no surplus. Agriculture, the primary industry of eastern Montana 
would flourish. That section of the great State would become economically 
independent and self-sufficient. The need in this section, if it were irrigated, 
for relief and for seed and livestock loans would rapidly disappear. 

The tremendous economic and social advantages to be derived from an ade- 
quate supply of cheap power in Montana are more apparent to those who live 
in that area. But they are real and they do exist. 

The present need for additional electrical energy warrants construction of a 
power-generating unit at Fort Peck. When to current conditions is added the 
benefits that would accrue in the future, the enactment of this legislation 
becomes increasingly imperative. 


[H. Rept. No. 1504, 75th Cong., 1st sess.] 


COMPLETION, MAINTENANCE, AND OPERATION OF Fort PECK Progect, MONTANA 


The bill S. 2650 is identical with the bill H.R. 7642 (as agreed to by the com- 
mittee on conference this day), which provides for the operation of the dam and 
powerplant and the sale of power of the Bonneville project, Oregon and Wash- 
ington. 


EXECUTIVE ORDER 7037, ESTABLISHMENT OF THE RURAL 
ELECTRIFICATION ADMINISTRATION 


By virtue of and pursuant to the authority vested in me under the Bmergency 
Relief Appropriation Act of 1935, approved April 8, 1935 (Public Resolution No. 
11, 74th Congress), I hereby establish an agency within the Government to be 
known as the “Rural Electrification Administration”, the head thereof to be 
known as the Administrator. 

I hereby prescribe the following duties and functions of the said Rural Electri- 
fication Administration to be exercised and performed by the Administrator 
thereof to be hereafter appointed : 

To initiate, formulate, administer, and supervise a program of approved 
projects with respect to the generation, transmission, and distribution of 
electric energy in rural areas. 

In the performance of such duties and functions, expenditures are hereby au- 
thorized for necessary supplies and equipment; law books and books of refer- 
ence, directories, periodicals, newspapers and press clippings, travel expenses, 
including the expense of attendance at meetings when specifically authorized by 
the Administrator; rental at the seat of Government and elsewhere; purchase, 
operation and maintenance of passenger-carrying vehicles; printing and bind- 
ing; and incidental expenses; and I hereby authorize the Administrator to 
accept and utilize such voluntary and uncompensated services and, with the con- 
sent of the State, such State and local officers and employees, and appoint, with- 
out regard to the provisions of the civil service laws, such officers and employees, 
as may be necessary, prescribe their duties and responsibilities and without re- 
gard to the Classification Act of 1923, as amended, fix their compensation: Pro- 
vided, That insofar as practicable, the persons employed under the authority of 
this Executive Order shall be selected from those receiving relief. 

To the extent necessary to carry out the provisions of this Executive Order 
the Administrator is authorized to acquire, by purchase or by the power of 
eminent domain, any real property or any interest therein and improve, develop, 
grant, sell, lease (with or without the privilege of purchasing), or otherwise dis- 
pose of any such property or interest therein. 

For the administrative expenses of the Rural Electrification Administration 
there is hereby allocated to the Administration from the appropriation made by 
the Emergency Relief Appropriation Act of 1935 the sum of $75,000. Alloca- 
tions will be made hereafter for authorized projects. 

FRANKLIN D. ROOSEVELT. 

THE Wuite Houses, May 11, 1935. 
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RURAL ELECTRIFICATION ACT OF 1936—WITH AMENDMENTS AS 
APPROVED TO JUNE 30, 1957 


(U.S. Code, Title 7, Chap. 31) 
AN ACT To provide for rural electrification, and for other purposes 
TITLE I 


Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the United States 
of America in Congress assembled, That there is hereby created and established 
in the Department of Agriculture an agency of the United States, to be known 
as the “Rural Electrification Administration”, all of the powers of which shall be 
exercised by an Administrator, under the general direction and supervision of 
the Secretary of Agriculture, who shall be appointed by the President, by and with 
the advice and consent of the Senate, for a term of ten years, and who shall 
receive a salary of $20,000 per year. This Act may be cited as the “Rural Elec. 
trification Act of 1936”. 

May 20, 1936, ch. 432, § 1, 49 Stat. 1363); Reorg. Plan No. II, § 5, eff. July 1, 1939, 


4 Fed. Reg. 2732, 53 Stat. 1434; Oct. 15, 1949, ch. 695, § 5(a), 63 Stat. 880; Oct. 28, 
1949, ch. 776, § 2, 63 Stat. 948; July 31, 1956, ch. 804, § 106(a), 70 Stat. 737.) 


Sec. 2. The Administrator is authorized and empowered to make loans in the 
several States and Territories of the United States for rural electrification and 
the furnishing of electric energy to persons in rural areas who are not receiving 
central station service, and for the purpose of furnishing and improving tele. 
phone service in rural areas, as hereinafter provided; to make, or cause to be 
made, studies, investigations, and reports concerning the condition and progress 
of the electrification of and the furnishing of adequate telephone service in rural 
areas in the several States and Territories; and to publish and disseminate in- 
formation with respect thereto. 


(May 20, 1936, ch. 432, § 2, 49 Stat. 1363 ; Oct. 28, 1949, ch. 776, § 3, 63 Stat. 948.) 


Sec. 3. (a) The Secretary of the Treasury is hereby authorized and directed 
to make loans to the Administrator, upon the request and approval of the 
Secretary of Agriculture, in such amounts in the aggregate for each fiscal year 
commencing with the fiscal year ending June 30, 1948, as the Congress may from 
time to time determine to be necessary, either without interest or at such rate 
of interest per annum, not in excess of the rate provided for in sections 4 and 5 
of this Act, as the Secretary of the Treasury may determine, upon the security 
of the obligations of borrowers from the Administrator appointed pursuant to 
the provisions of this Act or from the Administrator of the Rural Electrification 
Administration established by Executive Order Numbered 7037. Interest rates 
on the unpaid balance of any loans made by the Reconstruction Finance Corpo- 
ration to the Administrator prior to July 1, 1947, shall be adjusted to the interest 
rate, if any, established for loans made after June 30, 1947, in accordance with 
the foregoing provision : Provided, That such obligations incurred for the purpose 
of financing the construction and operation of generating plants, electric trans- 
mission and distribution lines, or systems and for the purpose of financing 
the improvement, expansion, construction, acquisition, and operation of facilities 
to render telephone service shall be fully amortized over a period not to exceed 
thirty-five years, and that the maturity of such obligations incurred for the 
purpose of financing the wiring of premises and the acquisition and installation 
of electrical and plumbing appliances and equipment shall not exceed two-thirds 
of the assured life thereof and not more than five years. The Administrator 
is hereby authorized to make all such endorsements, to execute all such instru- 
ments, and to do all such acts and things as shall be necessary to effect the valid 
transfer and assignment to the Secretary of the Treasury of all such obligations, 
and to execute such trust instruments as shall be agreed upon by the Adminis- 
trator and the Secretary of the Treasury providing for the holding in trust by 
the Administrator of all such obligations for the Secretary of the Treasury as 
security for loans to the Administrator heretofore made by the Reconstruction 
Finance Corporation or made or to be made by the Secretary of the Treasury. 
All rights, interests, obligations, and duties of the Reconstruction Finance Cor- 
poration arising out of loans made or authorized to be made to the Administrator 
are, as of the close of June 30, 1947, vested in the Secretary of the Treasury; 
the Reconstruction Finance Corporation is authorized and directed to transfer, 
as of the close of June 30, 1947, to the Secretary of the Treasury and the Secre- 
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tary of the Treasury is authorized and directed to receive all loans outstanding 
on that date, plus accrued unpaid interest, theretofore made to the Administrator 
under the provisions of this Act, and all notes and other evidences thereof and 
all obligations constituting the security therefor. The Secretary of the Treasury 
shall cancel notes of the Reconstruction Finance Corporation, and sums due 
and unpaid upon or in connection with such notes at the time of such cancellation, 
in an amount equal to the unpaid principal of the loans so transferred, plus 
accrued unpaid interest through June 30, 1947. Subsequent to June 30, 1947, 
the Reconstruction Finance Corporation shall make no further loans or advances 
to the Administrator; and the Secretary of the Treasury is hereby authorized 
and directed, in lieu of the Reconstruction Finance Corporation, to lend or 
advance to the Administrator, in accordance with the provisions of this sub- 
section 3(a), any unobligated or unadvanced balances of the sums which the 
Reconstruction Finance Corporation has theretofore been authorized and directed 
to lend to the Administrator. For the purpose of making loans or advances 
pursuant to this section, the Secretary of the Treasury is authorized to use as a 
public-debt transaction the proceeds from the sale of any securities issued under 
the Second Liberty Bond Act, as amended, and the purposes for which securities 
may be issued under that Act are extended to include such loans or advances to 
the Administrator. Repayments to the Secretary of the Treasury on such loans 
or advances shall be treated as a public-debt transaction of the United States. 

(b) There are hereby authorized to be appropriated such sums as the Congress 
may from time to time determine to be necessary for the purposes of this Act as 
hereinafter provided. 

(c) Twenty-five per centum of the annual sums herein made available or 
appropriated for loans for rural electrification pursuant to sections 4 and 5 of 
this title shall be allotted yearly by the Administrator for loans in the several 
States in the proportion which the number of their farms not then receiving 
central station electric service bears to the total number of farms of the United 
States not then receiving such service: Provided, That if any part of such sums 
are not loaned or obligated during the first six months of the fiscal year for 
which they are made available, such part shall thereafter be available for loans 
by the Administrator without allotment: Provided, however, That not more than 
25 per centum of said sums may be employed in any one State or in all of the 
Territories. The Administrator shall within ninety days after the beginning of 
each fiscal year determine for each State and for the United States the number 
of farms not then receiving such service. 

(d) The remaining 75 per centum of such annual sums shall be available for 
rural electrification loans in the several States and in the Territories, without 
allotment as hereinabove provided in such amounts for each State and Territory 
as, in the opinion of the Administrator, may be effectively employed for the 
purposes of this Act, and to carry out the provisions of section 7: Provided, 
however, That not more than 25 per centum of said unallotted annual sums may 
be employed in any one State, or in all of the Territories. 

(e) If any part of the annual sums made available for the purposes of this 
Act are not loaned or obligated during the fiscal year for which they are made 
available, such unexpended or unobligated sums shall be available for loans 
by the Administrator in the following year or years without allotment: Pro- 
vided, however, That not more than 25 per centum of said sums for rural 
electrification loans may be employed in any one State or in all of the Terri- 
tories. 

(f) All money representing payments of principal and interest on loans made 
by the Administrator shall be paid to the Secretary of the Treasury in pay- 
ment of loans made to the Administrator by the Reconstruction Finance Corpo- 
ration or the Secretary of the Treasury; upon the payment of such loans all 
moneys representing payments of principal and interest on loans made by the 
Administrator shall be covered into the Treasury as miscellaneous receipts. 

(May 20, 1936, ch. 432, § 3, 49 Stat. 1364, 1365; Sept. 21, 1944, ch. 412, Title V, 
§§ 501, 503, 504, 58 Stat. 739, 740; July 30, 1947, ch. 356, 61 Stat. 6; Oct. 28, 1949, 
ch. 776, § 4 (a) (b) (c) and (d), 63 Stat. 948; June 15, 1955, ch. 139, 69 Stat. 181.) 

Sec. 4. The Administrator is authorized and empowered, from the sums herein- 
before authorized, to make loans for rural electrification to persons, corpora- 
tion, State, Territories, and subdivisions and agencies thereof, municipalities, 
Peoples’ utility district and cooperative, nonprofit, or limited-dividend associa- 
tions organized under the laws of any State or Territory of the United States, for 
the purpose of financing the construction and operation of generating plants, 
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electric transmission and distribution lines or systems for the furnishing of 
electric energy to persons in rural areas who are not receiving central station 
service, and loans, from funds available under the provisions of sections 3(d) 
and 3(e) but without regard to the 25 per centum limitation therein contained, 
to cooperative associations and municipalities for the purpose of enabling said 
cooperative associations and municipalities to the extent that such indebtedness 
was incurred with respect to electric transmission and distribution lines or 
systems or portions thereof serving persons in rural areas, to discharge or re- 
finance long-term debts owed by them to the Tennessee Valley Authority on 
account of loans made or credit extended under the terms of the Tennessee Valley 
Authority Act of 1933, as amended: Provided, That the Administrator, in mak- 
ing such loans, shall give preference to States, Territories, and subdivisions and 
agencies thereof, municipalities, peoples’ utility districts, and cooperative, non- 
profit, or limited-dividend associations, the projects of which comply with the 
requirements of this Act. Such loans shall be on such terms and conditions 
relating to the expenditure of the moneys loaned and the security therefor as 
the Administrator shall determine and may be made payable in whole or in part 
out of the income: Provided further, That all such loans shall be self-liquidating 
within a period of not to exceed thirty-five years, and shall bear interest at the 
rate of 2 per centum per annum; interest rates on the unmatured and unpaid 
balance of any loans made pursuant to this section prior to September 21, 1944, 
shall be adjusted to 2 per centum per annum, and the maturity date of any such 
loans may be readjusted to occur at a date not beyond thirty-five years from the 
date of such loan: And provided further, That no loan for the construction, 
operation, or enlargement of any generating plant shall be made unless the 
consent of the State authority having jurisdiction in the premises is first ob- 
tained. Loans under this section and section 5 shall not be made unless the 
Administrator finds and certifies that in his judgment the security therefore is 
reasonably adequate and such loan will be repaid within the time agreed. 

Goat 20, 1936, ch. 432, §4, 49 Stat. 1365; Sept. 21, 1944, ch. 412, Title V, 
§§ 502(a), 503, 58 Stat. 739, 740; Dec. 23, 1944, ch. 725, 58 Stat. 925, 926; June 29, 
1948, ch. 703, 62 Stat. 1070; Oct. 28, 1949, ch. 776, § 4(e), 63 Stat. 948; June 15, 

1955, ch. 139, 69 Stat. 132.) 

Src. 5. The Administrator is authorized and empowered, from the sums herein- 
before authorized, to make loans for the purpose of financing the wiring of the 
premises of persons in rural areas and the acquisition and installation of elec- 
trical and plumbing appliances and equipment. Such loans may be made to 
any of the borrowers of funds loaned under the provisions of section 4, or to any 
person, firm, or corporation supplying or installing the said wiring, appliances, 
or equipment. Such loans shall be for such terms, subject to such conditions, 
and so secured as reasonably to assure repayment thereof, and shall be at a 
rate of interest of 2 per centum per annum; interest rates on the unmatured 
and unpaid balance of any loans made pursuant to this section prior to September 
21, 1944, shall be adjusted to 2 per centum per annum. 

May 20, 1936, ch. . ¢ ; 4 . 412, . b), 
se aay 730) ch. 432, § 5, 49 Stat. 1365; Sept. 21, 1944, ch. 4 Title V, § 502(b) 

Sec. 6. For the purpose of administering this Act and for the purpose of mak- 
ing the studies, investigations, publications, and reports herein provided for, 
there is hereby authorized to be appropriated, out of any money in the Treasury 
not otherwise appropriated, such sums as shall be necessary. 


(May 20, 1936, ch. 432, § 6, 49 Stat. 1365.) 


Sec. 7. The Administrator is authorized and empowered to bid for and pur- 
chase at any foreclosure or other sale, or otherwise to acquire, property pledged 
or mortgaged to secure any loan made pursuant to this Act; to pay the purchase 
price and any costs and expenses incurred in connection therewith from the 
sums authorized in section 3 of this Act; to accept title to any property so pur- 
chased or acquired in the name of the United States of America; to operate or 
lease such property for such period as may be deemed necessary or advisable to 
protect the investment therein, but not to exceed five years after the acquisition 
thereof; and to sell such property so purchased or acquired, upon such terms 
and for such consideration as the Administrator shall determine to be reasonable. 

No borrower of funds under section 4 or section 201 shall, without the approval 
of the Administrator, sell or dispose of its property, rights, or franchises, ac- 
quired under the provisions of this Act, until any loan obtained from the Rural 
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Electrification Administration, including all interest and charges, shall have 
peen repaid. 
(May 20, 1936, ch. 432, § 7, 49 Stat. 1865, 1866; Oct. 28, 1949, ch. 776, § 4(f), 63 
Stat. 948.) 

Sec. 8. The administration of loans and contracts entered into by the Rural 
Blectrification Administration established by Executive Order Numbered 7037, 
dated May 11, 1985, may be vested by the President in the Administrator author- 
ized to be appointed by this Act; and in such event the provisions of this Act 
shall apply to said loans and contracts to the extent that said provisions are 
not inconsistent therewith. The President may transfer to the Rural Electrifica- 
tion Administration created by this Act the jurisdiction and control of the 
records, property (including office equipment), and personnel used or employed 
in the exercise and performance of the functions of the Rural Electrification 
Administration established by such Executive Order. 


(May 20, 1936, ch. 432, § 8, 49 Stat. 1366.) 


Sec. 9. This Act shall be administered entirely on a nonpartisan basis, and in 
the appointment of officials, the selection of employees, and in the promotion 
of any such officials or employees, no political test or qualification shall be 
permitted or given consideration, but all such appointments and promotions 
shall be given and made on the basis of merit and efficiency. If the Administra- 
tor herein provided for is found by the President of the United States to be 
guilty of a violation of this section, he shall be removed from office by the 
President, and any appointee or selection of officials or employees made by the 
Administrator who is found guilty of a violation of this Act shall be removed 
by the Administrator. 


(May 20, 1936, ch. 432, § 9, 49 Stat. 1366.) 


Sec. 10. The Administrator shall present annually to the Congress not later 
than the 20th day of January in each year a full report of his activities under 
this Act. 


(May 20, 1936, ch. 432, § 10, 49 Stat. 1366.) 


Src. 11. In order to carry out the provisions of this Act the Administrator may 
accept and utilize such voluntary and uncompensated services of Federal, State, 
and local officers and employees as are available, and he may without regard to the 
provisions of civil-service laws applicable to officers and employees of the United 
States appoint and fix the compensation of attorneys, engineers, and experts, and 
he may, subject to the civil-service laws, appoint such other officers and employees 
as he may find necessary and prescribe their duties. The Administrator is au- 
thorized, from sums appropriated pursuant to section 6, to make such expendi- 
tures (including expenditures for personal services; supplies and equipment; 
lawbooks and books of reference; directories and periodicals; travel expenses; 
rental at the seat of government and elsewhere; the purchase, operation, or 
maintenance of passenger-carrying vehicles; and printing and binding) as are 
appropriate and necessary to carry out the provisions of this Act. 


(May 20, 1936, ch. 432, § 11, 49 Stat. 1366.) 


Sec. 12. The Administrator is authorized and empowered to extend the time 
of payment of interest or principal of, any loans made by the Administrator 
pursuant to this Act: Provided, however, That with respect to any loan made 
under section 4 or section 201, the payment of interest or principal shall not be 
extended more than five years after such payment shall have become due, and 
with respect to any loan made under section 5, the payment of principal or 
interest shall not be extended more than two years after such payment shall 
have become due: And provided further, That the provisions of this section shall 
not apply to any obligations or the security therefor which may be held by the 
Reconstruction Finance Corporation under the provisions of section 3. 

(May 20, 1936, ch. 432, § 12, 49 Stat. 1366, 1367; Oct. 28, 1949, ch. 776, § 4(f), 
63 Stat. 948.) 

Sec. 13. As used in this Act the term “rural area” shall be deemed to mean any 
area of the United States not included within the boundaries of any city, village, 
or borough having a population in excess of fifteen hundred inhabitants, and 
such term shall be deemed to include both the farm and nonfarm population 
thereof ; the term “farm” shall be deemed to mean a farm as defined in the pub- 
lications of the Bureau of the Census; the term “person” shall be deemed to 





48 UPPER MISSOURI BASIN POWER SUPPLY PROBLEMS 


mean any natural person, firm, corporation, or association; the term “Territory” 
shall be deemed to include any insular possession of the United States. 


(May 20, 1936, ch. 432, § 13, 49. Stat. 1367.) 


Sec. 14. If any provision of this Act, or the application thereof to any person 
or circumstances, is held invalid, the remainder of the Act and the application 
of such provision to other persons or circumstances shall not be affected thereby. 


(May 20, 1936, ch. 432, § 14, 49 Stat. 1367.) 


Sec. 15. The Rural Electrification Administration is authorized to purchase such 
financial and credit reports as may be necessary to carry out its authorized work: 
Provided, That purchases under this authority shall not be made unless provision 
is made therefor in the applicable appropriation and the cost thereof is not in 
excess of limitations prescribed therein. 


(Sept. 21, 1944, ch. 412, Title V, § 505, 58 Stat. 740.) 





REPORT ON ELECTRIC POWER REQUIREMENTS AND 
SUPPLY FOR PREFERENCE CUSTOMERS, EASTERN 
DIVISION, MISSOURI RIVER BASIN 


(Prepared by Harvey McPhail, Kuljian Corp., Philadelphia, Pa.) 


JuLy 1959. 

An attempt is made herein to indicate the probable load require- 
ments of preference type customers in the Missouri Basin and the 

ower capacity which might be available to supply that requirement. 
Data have been secured from a number of sources to develop this 
problem, the principal ones being as follows: 

1. The Corps of Engineers for expected peaking capacity from 
hydro plants. 

2. The report entitled ‘First Annual Load and Capacity Survey 
1959-67 and 1972, Eastern Missouri Basin Power Conference, April 
1958” for surplus thermal capacity estimated to be present in the area. 

3. Hearings before the Committee on Interior and Insular Affairs, 
U.S. Senate, on Federal Power Marketing Problems, February 13, 14, 
16, and March 5, 1959, for combined load and capacity data for 
Nebraska Public Power System and Omaha Public Power District. 

4. The Bureau of Reclamation revised study of possible distribu- 
tion of Missouri River Basin project firm power eastern area dated 
February 20, 1959, for estimated loads of preference type customers. 

The assumptions made in connection with the above listed sources 
of data are as follows: 

1. The Corps of Engineers in approaching the available peaking 
cap’ity for each year has conservatively assumed lower quartile 
years of water aoe prior to the year under study and has assumed 
an adverse water year for the year in question. 

2. In determining the kilowatt peaking available for load, the 
Bureau has assumed a factor of 87 percent of available generation, 
which factor is made up of 10 percént for losses, 10 percent for reserve 
capacity, and 5 percent for diversity. 

3. In the first annual load and capacity survey mentioned above, 
reserves of 12 percent have been allowed before determination of 
surplus available for additional loading. Data were included for the 
months of August and December only. 

4. In applying the surplus indicated under 3 above it has arbitrarily 
been assumed that the difference between August, December, and 
August will be spread on a uniform basis for the intervening months. 

5. Additional losses have not been assumed on the surplus capacity 
mentioned above since the application of such surplus to the load 
distribution on the transmission system is as likely to decrease losses 
as it is to increase them. 
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6. The load of the preference type customers to be supplied by the 
Bureau and by other additional capacity has been taken as 1,170,729 
kilowatts as of December 1963. An annual load growth of 7% percent 
eereenes annually has been computed both before and after that 

ate. 

7. The distribution of peak loads for each month of the year, based 
upon the previous December, has been assumed in accordance with the 
following tabulation: 


August 
September 


8. Irrigation loads have been assumed to total 160,000 kilowatts 
which includes 100,000 kilowatts to Nebraska Public Power System, 
50,000 kilowatts to Omaha Public Power District, and 10,000 kilo- 
watts to Bureau of Reclamation pumping. This load has been as- 
sumed not to change during the period 1962-65. Monthly distribu- 
tion of peak requirements has been made in accordance with the 
following tabulation: 


Percent 


60 | September 
70 | October 
100 

The results of the study are shown on the attached graphs. The 
general procedure followed to determine relationship between load and 
power supply for the preference class customers was as follows: 

1. The load was determined for each month of the period involved 
including both preference commercial and pumping requirements. 
The former is depicted by curve E on the graphs and curve D indicates 
the total of both loads. 

2. The portion of this load which could be supplied by the Bureau 
of Reclamation was determined and is shown by curve F on the graphs. 

3. A determination was made of the amount of peaking capacity 
which could be supplied by the Nebraska system to augment the sup- 
ply from the Bureau of Reclamation. The combination of these two 
supplies is shown by curve C on the graphs. 

4. The amount of surplus capacity indicated as available from the 
Minnkota and Corn Belt power cooperation was added to the Bureau 
capacity as augmented by Nebraska surplus and is shown on curve B. 
This latter addition was made without consideration of reserves for 
Minnkota and Corn Belt as data was not available for determination 
of a proper allowance for this purpose. Approximately 100 mega- 
watts of reserve is allowed, however, in the Nebraska systems which 
in view of the very short duration of periods of deficits in the years 
studied is believed to be reasonable under these conditions. 

5. This total amount was further augmented by adding all other 
eee in the Missouri Basin and is shown by curve A on 
the graphs. 

The graphs for the 4 years of study clearly indicate that power 


to meet the load requirements estimated can be made available from 
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existing and definitely planned generation capacity without definite 
deficiencies incurring in years 1962, 1963, 1964. The margin in 
August 1964, however, is only in the order of 90,000 kilowatts which 
could easily be wiped out by a modest change in estimated load 
growth. Starting in June 1965, however, definite deficits of con- 
siderable magnitude are indicated and additional generating capacity 
must be installed to meet these requirements. 

If only the capacities of the preference customers are used and 
assuming no help from other sources the 2-month period in the 
summer of 1962 remains the only time of indicated deficiency prior to 
the summer of 1965. The possibility of better water conditions than 
assumed by the Corps of Engineers and a short-time use of all reserves 
might permit the preference customers to squeeze by this period using 
only their own resources. In any event, ample capacity appears to 
be present in other interconnected systems. 

No study has been made in connection with this report as to the 
cost of securing the peaking capacity above mentioned. This can 
only be determined by extensive negotiations. In any event, it is 
believed that even though the costs are relatively high, net savings 
will result because of ability to postpone large investment in generat- 
ing capacity until the load of considerable magnitude has been 
developed to shift to such new capacity when it is ready to operate. 

With regard to energy to meet the load associated with the avail- 
able peaking capacity there appears to be no problem regarding its 
availability. With proper integration there is a large surplus of 
energy in all unenll systems in the area. The 2 million kilowatt- 
hours per day estimated by Mr. DeBoer before the Senate committee 
appears to be reasonable for the summer months involved and in 
itself is sufficient to supply energy to be associated with about 160,000 
kilowatts of peaking capacity. Excess kilowatt-hours can also be 
secured together with peaking capacity from other thermal sources 
so that no problem of availability of capacity and energy, other than 
cost, appears to be present. 

In order to achieve the maximum utilization of the available capac- 
ity throughout the Missouri Basin area under consideration, it is 
essential that some agency be created, or clothed with the necessary 
authority, to assume overall responsibility together with adequate 

ersonnel and financing to carry on the required integration operation. 

he complexity of operations if many individual entities are involved 
each looking out for its own interests, the problems of metering power 
in and out at many points and for varying periods of time, the desir- 
ability of continually securing such power as is available from the 
lowest cost source, and the combining of energy and capacity from 
several sources, all make it impractical to handle the situation by 
other than one responsible agency. 

Logic would indicate that this agency be the Bureau of Reclamation. 
It owns and operates the major interconnecting transmission system, 
has direct contractual or other relations with every party of interest, 
and has no reason to be other than strictly impartial in all respects. 
Only a relatively small requirement for additional personnel would be 
involved. Additional funds would be required for purchase of power. 
A simple solution to this would be the establishment of a comparatively 
small revolving fund from which costs of purchased power could be 
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paid and almost immediately be replenished by revenues from the 
sale of the same. Such arrangement would have negligible effect on 
the budget of the United States. An increment should be added to 
the sale price of purchased power sufficient to adequately reimburse 
the Bureau for any added expense involved. 

It is none too early for the preference type customers to begin 
giving consideration to developing future generating capacity of their 
own. It appears desirable that a part of such capacity become 
available not later than early 1965. For maximum economy it is, of 
course, desirable that such capacity be in large and highly efficient 
units. Probably, also, it will be most economical to locate such 
large capacity where low-cost fuel and ample cooling water are both 
available. This would indicate that definite consideration should be 

iven to a location in North or South Dakota along the Missouri 
River where ample coal reserves are available. ‘To efficiently intro- 
duce power of the magnitude of 200,000 kilowatts or more into the 
transmission system of the Bureau of Reclamation the desirability 
of a high-voltage line of probably 350,000 volts or higher extending 
from the powerplant to tie points at Watertown, S. Dak., and Sioux 
City or vicinity in Iowa should-be considered. 

The necessary studies for developments of this magnitude plus 
time required for arranging financing for construction and the actual 
time required for construction indicate that engineering work should 
be started immediately. If congressional approval could be secured 
for the Bureau of Reclamation to supply such thermal capacity and 
transmission lines, so much the better, but this possibility is too 
remote at present for customers to delay plans of their own. 





UPPER MISSOURI BASIN POWER SUPPLY PROBLEMS 53 


eth Stawatbnn iene sper 


= Mieeaue Se PE - 

| BASTHEN Division) | 
LOA mie CAPs ane 

Lo BOE ee 


i 


woke Nanna hes 
Seatac ess — : 


| ; 
ba at 7 7 2 
ae AA ~ . ae ees . foes = 

- pry acon Aituiry © ues eg 
aw wide h ML eete BOR PREEEHENCE vaio 
oa cer ~~ NEBRASHA) MIRNMOTD He 
- poral ChPACITY. hud were KA SuePL US, : + to 


Toth, PRAFERBICE LOADS INCLbOING. SREIGATION. 


batenence. Laos ERCUSIVE- OF verse PTI 
 POMPING. | 
Poreas oF RESLAMATION CAPRGITY. 
Poet 


q The KUCAN conmcaain| 
ce hee ee es RNG OEERS, MO CONT RUCTORS. ee 
POOH Ses : Sree | BORE ES FS 
ieee ag menace RS phan denies honoris Sota 


JO® NE K- Zils 


fs 
% 
% 
Se 





54 UPPER MISSOURI BASIN POWER SUPPLY PROBLEMS 





UPPER MISSOURI BASIN POWER SUPPLY PROBLEMS 55 





ERE RES, 


Tid. 7 


Thy 


pire 
Amie 


oe wo ay 


hate 
i 


{ 
Sap ie 
: T : 


mR 
za 
a 
— 
~Q 
o 
= 
oe 
3 
- 
mM 
=] 
<>) 
= 
oO 
Aa 
q 
— 
Mm 
< 
a 
— 
on] 
P 
° 
RM 
5 
ion} 
& 
5 


en 
D« 
& 


ee 5 A < § se : 
ree 


Bice eaciek vides ae Rs 
of . 


56 














